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WEST INDIAN RED-BELLIED WOODPECKER 


Centurus superciliaris murceus 


Photographed at Santa Barbara, Isle of Pines, Cuba, March 21, 1945, by Lawrence H. Walkinshaw. 
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NOTES ON THE BIRDS OF THE ISLE OF PINES, CUBA 


BY LAWRENCE H. WALKINSHAW AND BERNARD W. BAKER 


HILE making a study of Sandhill Cranes, we found there was a 

dearth of material on the Cuban Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis 
nesiotes) and decided to spend a short time studying the species on the 
Isle of Pines during late March, 1945, hoping to be there during the 
nesting season. 

The Walkinshaws landed at Nueva Gerona March 13, 1945, leaving 
on March 24; the Bakers landed March 17 and left March 26. The 
Walkinshaws spent March 13 to 15 at Nueva Gerona; March 15, 16, 
18, 21, 23, and 24 at Santa Barbara; March 17 and 19 at ‘Sabana 
Grande’ (March 19 with Bernard Baker); March 20 and 22 at Los 
Indios. Late during the day of March 24 they left Santa Barbara for 
Nueva Gerona and the ‘Black Sands’ area in the northeastern portion 
of the island. The Bakers spent March 17 at Nueva Gerona; March 
17 (evening) to March 24 at Santa Barbara (except March 19); March 
24 to 26 at Nueva Gerona, with a trip to the ‘Black Sands’ on March 
24. 

The Isle of Pines belongs to the Republic of Cuba and is located in 
the Caribbean Sea, the northern end of the island lying about 81 miles 
by air south from Habana, Cuba. It extends north and south about 35 
miles and slightly less across, except along the ‘South Shore’ where it is 
nearly 40 miles across. The ‘South Shore’ is cut off by a large 
swampy area, the ‘Gran Cienega de Lanier,’ so that travel from the 
northern end of the island to the southern portion is not possible ex- 
cept by boat. 

The soil is rather rocky, sparingly covered on the northwestern 
portion, where we did most of our work, with grasses, shrubs, some 
other plants, and scattered groups of pines and palms—tropical pine 
(Pinus tropicalis Morelet), often associated with bottle palm (Colpo- 
thrinax Wrightii Griseb. and Wendl.) and in places with such palms as 
Acoelorraphe Wrightii (var. novo-geronensis) and Coccothrinax Mira- 
guama; grasses: Paspalum conjugatum Bergius, and Imperata brasilien- 
sis Trin.; sedges: Rhynchospora; Rubiaceae: Rondeletia correifolia 
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Griseb.; Bignoniaceae: Tabebuia lepidophylla (Griseb.) Rich.; Mimo- 
saceae: Pithecellobium arboreum (L.) Urb.; Caesalpinaceae: Cassia 
hispidula Vahl.; Fabaceae: Aeschynomene tenuis Griseb., Centrosema 
virginiana (L.) Benth., Clitoria guianensis (Aubl.) Benth., Brya ebenus 
(L.) D.C., some species of Galactia. Samples of all of these except the 
palms and palmettos were collected and were identified by Brother 
Léon of the Colegio de La Salle, Habana, Cuba. 


The plant associations have been described by Brother Marie-Vic- 
torin and Brother Léon (1942:261-304; 1944:143-166). They also 
gave some very good descriptions of the island. 


The island is mostly one large savanna, slightly rolling in places, 
with small, rocky mountain ranges. There are two ranges at Nueva 
Gerona, one to the east and a small one to the west. The Sierra de la 
Canada is a more extensive range in the region of Los Indios and east- 
ward. The northwestern portion of the island, several thousand acres, is 
a great, almost treeless savanna, most of it belonging to an American, 
Ed Pearcy. This area has been fenced and is pastured to a large herd 
of cattle. 


Jean Gundlach did ornithological work on the Isle of Pines, pub- 
lished as follows: Cabanis, 1854-57; Thienemann, 1857; Gundlach, 
1862, 1875, 1873-76. Outram Bangs and W. R. Zappey (1905) pub- 
lished considerable material on the birds of the island. W. E. Clyde 
Todd (1916) published on the extensive work that Gustav A. Link did 
there. Thomas Barbour (1923, 1943) and James Bond (1936, 1945) 
have also worked on the island. 

Although we did not have access to weather reports, we made 
records of temperature, of sunrise and sunset, wind direction, and 
weather. Temperatures were consistently warm, with daytime ranges of 
68° to 82° at 6:30 a.m., 84° to 88° at noon, 77° to 82° at 6:30 p.m. 
Except for a semi-cloudy day on March 20, the weather was clear, with 
the wind in the southeast until March 22 and 23, when it veered to 
the north. 


The following bird observations were made: 


Cormorant. Phalacrocorax auritus subsp. 


.One observed along the Caribbean Sea in the ‘Black Sands’ area 
March 24. 


Great Blue Heron. Ardea herodias subsp. 

One observed along a small creek near ‘Sabana Grande’ March 17. 
American Egret. Casmerodius albus egretta (Gmelin) 

Four observed near ‘Sabana Grande’ March 19. 
Green Heron. Butorides virescens subsp. 


One was observed at Rancho Rockyford, March 18, flying from 
tree to tree along the arroyo. 
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Turkey Vulture. Cathartes aura aura (Linnaeus) 

The most conspicuous bird on the Isle of Pines. 
Marsh Hawk. Circus cyaneus hudsonius (Linnaeus) 

Three were observed coursing over the open country, two on March 
22, and one March 23. 
Cuban Sparrow Hawk. Falco sparverius dominicensis Gmelin 

This hawk was found sparingly on the open pine plains. Baker 
found a nest in a post along the highway on March 18; it contained 
three eggs. A Sparrow Hawk was observed chasing a Turkey Vulture 
March 14 at Nueva Gerona, the vulture finally alighting in a tree. Spar- 
row Hawks were observed at Nueva Gerona, Santa Barbara, Los Indios, 
and on ‘Sabana Grande.’ 











































Cuban Bob-white. Colinus virginianus cubanensis (G. R. Gray) 


A flock of nine was observed between Rancho Rockyford and Santa 
Barbara March 15, resting during the heat of the afternoon in a mass 
of low growth on the pine plains. On March 16, at Rancho Rockyford, 
Colonel E. C. Morton observed two flocks whose calls were also heard. 
A covey was seen often near Santa Barbara March 18, and a covey 

| was heard calling at daylight near Los Indios, March 20. 


Cuban Sandhill Crane. Grus canadensis nesiotes Bangs and Zappey 

Evidently this species was much more common during the time of 
Gundlach (1875:293) than it is now. Barbour (1943:48-49) stated 
that cranes were becoming rarer in Cuba but were not uncommon on the 
Isle of Pines. There cannot be many cranes left. All the natives re- 
marked how rare they were becoming. 

For two days we rode horseback across ‘Sabana Grande,’ hoping to 
see a flock of 10 observed March 14 by Ed Pearcy. No trace of 
them was found except tracks along a water hole in one of the arroyos 
on March 17. On March 20, Walkinshaw rode horseback down to Los 
Indios across the Sierra de la Canada and stopped at the Hedin resi- 
dence. Lawrence Hedin said that the cranes used new burns for feed- 
ing, evidently picking up dead insects and lizards. Hedin had burned 
part of his pasture field two days earlier (a custom all over the island), 
and cranes had already used it as a feeding spot. We immediately 
walked across the pine- and palm-covered pasture; on an open dry flat, 
near a small arroyo with some water, we found three cranes feeding in 
typical crane fashion, always one or more “on guard.” After some 
time we approached them carefully, and soon they flushed, flying just 
over the tree tops to the southwest, landing about half a mile away. 
They gave the loud sharp alarm note garo000-00--gar0000-00--gar0000-00 
exactly like that of the Greater Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis tabida), 
both on the ground and in the air. We searched carefully for them, and 
they did not fly but apparently slunk away amongst the pines, for 
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we did not see them again. Hedin reported them on the burn again 
March 22. These cranes were much browner than the captive bird we 
saw at Santa Barbara (see below). 


Walkinshaw returned alone through the mountains that same after- 
noon. While crossing a small arroyo with some water, surrounded by 
foothills covered sparingly with pines, bottle palms, and trees resembling 
saw-palmettos, he discovered two cranes only 150 feet in front of his 
horse. They were walking along the bank of the stream and flew 
across, landing only 100 yards away, giving the trumpeting alarm 
call in unison while he searched the spot for a possible nest. Soon they 
slunk quietly across the plain and disappeared. From their behavior 
he judged that they had their territory selected—though our party 
could find no trace of them at daylight the following morning. The 
Walkinshaws found a pair feeding shortly after sunrise March 22 along 
the same mountain slope. When approached, the cranes flew over the 
more westerly foothills. Both Lawrence Hedin and Peter Smellie (a 
Scot living about eight miles east of Los Indios at the base of a high 
mountain) heard cranes the morning of March 22. 


Thus during 63 hours in the field on March 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 
22, while searching specifically for cranes, Walkinshaw saw only seven 
cranes. During this time, at least 19 miles were covered on foot, 24 by 
car, and 62 by horseback. During an equal amount of time spent in any 
part of the United States or Canada where cranes occur, many more 
cranes will be observed—even in areas such as Mississippi and southern 
Michigan. 

One Cuban found nests in shallow water at ‘Sabana Grande’ about 
three feet from shore, but all of the other natives who had found nests 
said they were on dry land. Peter Smellie told of finding a nest in late 
April about 1932 situated on a pine- and palm-dotted savanna along 
the Sierra de la Canada, east of Los Indios. The two eggs were laid 
on dry ground beside a small tree far from water. He took the eggs and 
placed them under a hen, but they did not hatch. Hedin captured a 
young Sandhill Crane, standing about nine inches high, during the 
1930’s and tried to raise it, but it was caught and eaten by a large 
snake. A downy crane was captured about 10 miles west of Santa 
Barbara during late May, 1943, and brought to the ranch of Silbio 
Gargiulo, where we saw it in March, 1945 (Plate 4). Except for a 
drooping wing caused by wing-clipping, it appeared healthy. Like other 
Cuban Sandhill Cranes it very much resembled the Lesser Sandhill 
Crane (Grus canadensis canadensis), having much shorter tarsi than 
the Greater Sandhill Crane and the Florida Sandhill Crane (Grus 
canadensis pratensis). The bird was giving the adult call, and he fed 
around the yard, eating grasshoppers and other insects, earthworms, and 
lizards, as well as corn which was fed to him. He was heard calling 











PLaTE 4 


Captive Sandhill Crane (age 2 years, 10 months) at Santa Barbara, Isle of Pines. 
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on March 19 at 6:35 a.m. just before sunrise, as other cranes often do. 
This call was much less shrill than the alarm cry. No one was dis- 
turbing him, and it was evidently a natural call. Most of the time he 
was allowed his freedom, and he fed for a mile or more along the 
stream. We heard that several cranes had been shot over him as a 
decoy during the summer of 1944. These were eaten by the natives who 
shot them. Many of the natives remarked how good cranes were to 
eat, and many of them had tried to raise young at some time or other. 

We had hoped to find the nest of the Cuban Sandhill Crane, but we 
learned from the natives that the cranes nested in late April and May, 
the rainy period on the island. This is several months later than the 
nesting season in Florida. 


Purple Gallinule. Porphyrula martinica (Linnaeus) 

Walkinshaw observed one March 18 and Baker one March 23 at 
Rancho Rockyford. On both occasions the bird was climbing around 
among the horizontal or nearly horizontal branches of trees along the 
stream. 


Killdeer. Charadrius vociferus subsp. : 
Two were observed over the river March 15 at Nueva Gerona and 
two at Nueva Gerona March 24. In both cases they were calling. , 


Lesser Yellow-legs. Totanus flavipes (Gmelin) 


Two were observed along the ‘Black Sands’ in the northeastern por- 
tion of the island March 24. 


Mourning Dove. Zenaidura macroura subsp. 
Very common in the grapefruit orchard at Rancho Rockyford and 
near by. 
Cuban Ground Dove. Columbigallina passerina insularis Ridgway 
Observed at ‘Sabana Grande’ in the pine areas March 17, first a lone 


bird, then two. Three more were observed there March 19 and two 
near Los Indios March 20. 


Cuban Parrot. Amazona leucocephala leucocephala (Linnaeus) 

A fairly common species, several times observed in small flocks of 
from 2 to 25 in grapefruit orchards, where they often sat twisting the 
stems of the unripe grapefruit until the fruit dropped to the ground. 
Flocks were observed at Rancho Rockyford, Santa Barbara, and at 
Los Indios. The parrots were very noisy while flying and often while 
feeding. 

Isle of Pines Lizard Cuckoo. Saurothera merlini decolor Bangs and 

Zappey 

Observed almost daily in tangles of trees and shrubs, often grace- 
fully hopping from branch to branch, their long tails swinging from 
side to side or up and down and at times bent forward over the back. 
Their loud raucous call, Ca-ca-ca-ca-ca-ca-ca-ca, was one of the earliest 
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heard in the morning and one of the latest in the evening. It rose 
sharply on the second and third syllables, dropped on the fourth. 
Smooth-billed Ani. Crotophaga ani Linnaeus 

These ungainly birds were found daily around a bamboo thicket at 
Rancho Rockyford, sometimes in a flock of from 12 to 15 individuals. 
They were also observed in the region of ‘Sabana Grande.’ At times 
their shrill call could be heard ringing through the grapefruit orchard 
near our cabin, and small groups could be found there. Often in the 
early morning they sat near a bamboo thicket across the stream, sun- 
ning themselves, wings and tail half-spread, drooping ungracefully from 
their bodies. 


Cuban Pygmy Owl. Glaucidium siju (d’Orbigny ) 

Observed daily (Figure 1) from March 16 to March 23 at both 
Rancho Rockyford and Los Indios. Its call was very shrill, similar to 
the syllables tio-tio-tio-tio-tio. The call was usually given just at the 
break of day or at dusk, but it was sometimes heard by day from some 
dense spot in the top of a palm. These owls also flew about sometimes 
during the day. At daylight on March 16, a pair was observed in front 
of our cottage in a grapefruit tree. They were heard calling, and then 
as the female sat on a horizontal branch the male copulated with her, 
his wings vibrating rapidly. 

Cuban Emerald Hummingbird. Chlorostilbon ricordii ricordii (Gervais) 

One or two seen on several days, feeding on flowers in the yards at 
Santa Barbara and Los Indios. 


Belted Kingfisher. Megaceryle alcyon (Linnaeus) 


One was observed along a stream at Santa Barbara March 17, and 
its familiar rattling call was heard. 


Cuban Tody. Todus multicolor Gould 

These dainty flycatcher-like birds (Figure 2) were found on three 
occasions in the grapefruit orchard near the pool at Rancho Rockyford, 
and one was observed about two miles from there March 21. Some- 
times we could approach within three feet of them. They usually re- 
mained in deep shade. Suddenly they would dash out from their perch, 
capture some passing insect, and dash back to another branch, quiver- 
ing their wings. Their contrasting colors and their sharp call, 


West Indian Red-bellied Woodpecker. Centurus superciliaris murceus 
Bangs 
Observed daily at Rancho Rockyford (Plate 3), near Santa Bar- 
bara, and on March 20 at Los Indios. They were often rather noisy, 
feeding singly or by twos. 


Cuban Green Woodpecker. Xiphidiopicus percussus insulae-pinorum 
Bangs 








Figure 1. Cuban Pygmy Owl, eight miles east of Los Indios, Isle of Pines, 
March 22, 1945. 





Figure 2. Cuban Tody, Santa Barbara, Isle of Pines, March 16, 1945. 











PLATE 6 





Soe a 
Figure 3. Greater Antillean Pewee, Santa Barbara, Isle of Pines, March 23, 1945, 





Figure 4. Western Red-legged Thrush, Santa Barbara, Isle of Pines, March 23, 1945. 
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Two were observed March 19, near Santa Barbara, along a semi- 
wooded highway border. We watched them for a few minutes as they 
fed only 12 feet from us. One was observed March 23. 


Yellow-bellied Sapsucker. Sphyrapicus varius varius (Linnaeus) 

A male was observed at Rancho Rockyford March 17, 18, and 23, 
always at the same tree along the highway just outside of the gate. 
He had drilled many holes in rows around the tree. We often saw him 
scolding a Red-bellied Woodpecker, much larger than he, that was 
drinking the sap from the holes which he had made. 


Greater Antillean Pewee. Contopus caribaeus caribaeus (d’Orbigny) 


These little flycatchers (Figure 3), much like our Eastern Wood 
Pewee, were found in the grapefruit orchards. On March 21, one 
scolded Walkinshaw with a sharp wee-wee-wee and then proceeded to 
chase a Prairie Warbler, a Black and White Warbler, and a Red-legged 
Thrush (in that order) as they approached the same area. Finally the 
partly constructed nest was found on a horizontal grapefruit tree 
branch about 10 feet from the ground. This nest was worked on during 
the next few days. When we left March 24 it was beginning to re- 
semble a Wood Pewee’s nest. The outside was covered with lichens. 


Cuban Crow. Corvus leucognaphalus nasicus Temminck 

Crows sat daily in the royal palms at Rancho Rockyford, working 
around the tops for food. We were able to approach them closely. Their 
wings were set farther back on the body than in our Eastern Crow 
(Corvus brachyrhynchos). Their call was a harsh haw-haw. 
Cuban Mockingbird. Mimus polyglottos orpheus (Linnaeus) 

Observed only on two days. 


Catbird. Dumetella carolinensis (Linnaeus) 
Several observed at Rancho Rockyford and Nueva Gerona. 


Western Red-legged Thrush. Mimocichla plumbea rubripes (Tem- 
minck) 

A robin-like bird (Figure 4) with a black throat-patch. It is about 
the size of the American Robin (Turdus migratorius), and was common 
about the yards and orchards. A pair was building a nest inside of the 
open garage at Rancho Rockyford on March 17. One of the calls was 
much like that of our young American Robin; another was quite harsh. 


Black-whiskered Vireo. Vireo altiloquus barbatulus (Cabanis) 


These vireos were not observed until March 17, when the grape- 
fruit orchard around our cottage at Rancho Rockyford seemed alive 
with them. Their song resembled bien-te-veo (Barbour, 1943:105) and 
was given again and again. They sang from near the tops of the trees, 
sometimes in trees as low as 12 to 15 feet, again in trees as high as 
50 or 60 feet. 
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Black and White Warbler. Mniotilta varia (Linnaeus) 
A single individual was observed almost daily, working over the 
grapefruit branches near our cottage at Rancho Rockyford. Another 
was observed at Santa Barbara March 20, and one was heard singing 
the same day about 6 p.m., just before sunset, at Rancho Rockyford. 
Myrtle Warbler. Dendroica coronata (Linnaeus) 
Observed only on March 21 and 23. 
Prairie Warbler. Dendroica discolor subsp. 

Observed at Nueva Gerona in a tangled thicket in the mountains 
March 14. A single individual was observed daily at Santa Barbara in 
the yard and orchard, feeding along the branches, allowing us at times 
to approach within a few feet of it. Most of the time it fed only 6 to 
15 feet from the ground. 

Western Palm Warbler. Dendroica palmarum palmarum (Gmelin) 

One of the most common birds on the island, often found in small 
flocks of from 5 to 18 individuals feeding in the low shrubbery and 
bathing in the streams. 

Yellow-throat. Geothlypis trichas subsp. 

Observed almost daily. 

American Redstart. Setophaga ruticilla (Linnaeus) 

Observed several times at Rancho Rockyford, flitting about the 
grapefruit orchard. 

Cuban Spindalis. Spindalis zena pretrei (Lesson) 

A male and female were observed near Rancho Rockyford in 
thickets bordering a stream March 21. 

Greater Antillean Grackle. Holoquiscalus niger caribaeus Todd 
A few small flocks of these grackles were seen at Santa Barbara. 


Greater Antillean Oriole. Jcterus dominicensis melanopsis (Wagler) 

Two individuals (four on March 20) observed daily at Santa Bar- 
bara and Los Indios. They were usually feeding on flowers, often 
hibiscus, working at the base of each flower either for insects or nectar. 
Cuban Meadowlark. Sturnella magna hippocrepis (Wagler) 

Very common on the open grassy plains where there were a few 
tropical pines. They were quite similar to our Eastern Meadowlark 
(Sturnella magna magna) but the voice differed, resembling the words 
ze-te-zwe-zwee. The scolding note was harsher too. They usually sat 
near the ground while singing, but at times were found 12 feet up. 
Yellow-faced Grassquit. Tiaris olivacea olivacea (Linnaeus) 

A common bird along brushy arroyos and roadways and around farm 
yards. A large flock fed daily at Los Indios with Hedin’s chickens, often 
flying right into the buildings. It is a very active bird and its rapid, 
sibilant see-see-see-see-see-see was often heard. One pair was building a 
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nest three and a half feet from the ground, in the hedge at Rancho 
Rockyford, near Santa Barbara, on March 21. The female carried the 
nesting material and was accompanied on her trips by the male. 


The list of birds observed by Walkinshaw is summarized in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 


Brirps OssERVED ON THE ISLE or Pines, Cusa, sy L. H. WALKINSHAW, Marca, 1945 





MARCH 13 | 14) 15| 16) 17) 18 20 | 21 | 22| 23 | 24 








Cormorant 1 

Great Blue Heron , 

American Egret 

Green Heron 

Turkey Vulture 

Marsh Hawk 

Cuban Sparrow Hawk 

Cuban Bob-white 

Cuban Sandhill Crane 

Purple Gallinule 

Killdeer 

Lesser Yellow-legs 

Mourning Dove 

Cuban Ground Dove 

Cuban Parrot 

Isle of Pines Lizard Cuckoo 

Smooth-billed Ani 

Cuban Pygmy Owl 

Cuban Emerald Hummingbird 

Belted Kingfisher 

Cuban Tody 

West Indian Red-bellied 
Woodpecker 

Cuban Green Woodpecker 

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker 

Greater Antillean Pewee 

Cuban Crow 

Cuban Mockingbird 

Catbird 

Western Red-legged Thrush 

Black-whiskered Vireo 

Black and White Warbler 

Myrtle Warbler 

Prairie Warbler 

Western Palm Warbler 

Yellow-throat 

American Redstart 

Cuban Spindalis 

Greater Antillean Grackle 

Greater Antillean Oriole 

Cuban Meadowlark 

Yellow-faced Grassquit 
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Total individuals | a4} 20! 63] 99 
Total species 3 12) 19 
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h = Heard only (counted as one individual in totals). 
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A STUDY OF EASTERN BLUEBIRDS IN ARKANSAS 


BY RUTH HARRIS THOMAS * 


6 HE Eastern Bluebird (Sialia sialis sialis) is common in summer, 
and fairly common in winter, in the neighborhood of my home near 
North Little Rock, Arkansas. The country is rocky upland, with 
sandstone formations close to the surface. Most of the area is thin 
woodland, with oaks the predominating tree. Homes are isolated or in 
clusters along the highway. There are many open spaces, such as 
lawns, gardens, fields, and Bermuda pastures, while cattle ranging on 
unfenced areas keep grass short and undergrowth low. 

This paper deals, first, with the Bluebirds that occupied three breed- 
ing territories near my home during the years I have banded birds, 
1937-1945; second, with data collected from 1931 to August 1945 on 
the winter flock, pair formation, territory, and social behavior. ' The 
three territories lie in a row on the ridge of the hill on which our house 
is located (Figure 1). The middle, or Dooryard Territory, includes the 
tended part of the grounds, with small shallow pools and a feeding 
station which is maintained all year. From the Dooryard’s central box, 
it is 75 yards to the one box in the Gate Territory to the east, and about 
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Figure 1. Map of three Bluebird territories, North Little Rock, Arkansas 
1937-1945. 
* I wish to express my appreciation to Mrs. Margaret M. Nice and J. Van Tyne for 


their assistance in preparing the text; to Prof. A. D. Moore for his careful draughting 
of Figure 1. 
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the same distance to the group of three boxes in the Barn Territory to 
the west. The Gate and Barn Territories are half wooded and half pas- 
ture land. Dividing lines established by the pairs, between Gate and 
Dooryard Territories, and between Dooryard and Barn, are perfectly 
clear; but the outer boundaries, i.e., the east side of the Gate Territory, 
west side of the Barn Territory, and north and south ends of all three 
territories, are not defined, since there are no near Bluebird neighbors in 
these directions. From the distances the pairs go for food for nestlings, 
T estimate that each territory comprises from two to three acres. In 
1938, two pairs nested only 25 yards apart, but each territory spread 
away from the dividing line to the extent of two or more acres. 


TECHNIQUE 


The Bluebirds were identified by banding and re-trapping. Many 
could be taken in a nest-box trap in the pre-nesting season, but since 
this did not indicate the ultimate owners of a territory, it was necessary 
to identify each pair in the course of each nesting. Females were lifted 
from their boxes in the latter part of incubation. This was most 
easily done before 6:30 a.m., when the birds were less alert than later 
in the day; males could usually be tempted into a trap just before or 
just after their young left the nest. The bait was always raw peanuts, 
shelled, and run through a meat chopper. 

In 1937, two breeding pairs and one unmated female were banded 
on the left tarsus. Since their nestlings and adults of subsequent years 
were banded on the right tarsus, the last survivor (a female, F3)t of 
the 1937 group was recognizable at sight. In 1944 and 1945, I color- 
banded the breeding pairs. 


BANDING DaTA: ARRIVAL, RESIDENCE, RETURNS 

Table 1 summarizes the data on banding and returns. Of the nine 
males banded as adults and breeding in the area, the approximate date 
of arrival is known for seven: M7, October 20; M6, November 20; M9, 
November 22; M8, January 23; M11, February 6; M3, March; M5 
(brought to the area by F3), May. They could have been present a 
week or so before they were caught. Of the 16 females banded as adults 
and breeding in the area, three (F1, F2, F3) were banded at the start 
of my banding in March 1937, and five (F4, F8, F13, F17, F18) were 
summer replacements for mated females that had been killed. Of the 
remaining eight, three (F5, F11, F15) were banded in April and June; 
five (F6, F7, F9, F10, F16), between November 14 and January 13. 
That is: at least four out of seven breeding males and five out of eight 
breeding females either wintered in the area in which they later held 
territories or came to their breeding ground in January, about two 
months before the start of nesting. 


t+ Throughout this paper banded individuals that nested in the territories are de- 
signated by F (female) or M (male) followed by a number; other banded individuals 
are designated F or M followed by a letter imdicating the color of their band (for 
example, FG = female banded green). ° 
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The seven males and seven females banded but not nesting in the 
study area were winter residents or January and February arrivals in 
search of nesting places. With some exceptions, they probably repre- 
sented the number of Bluebirds above the available territories—the 
losers in the fights. 

In addition to the four nestlings, listed in the table, that wintered at 
their birthplace and remained to nest, seven other young, banded as 
nestlings, were trapped in their first winter but were never retaken. 
These four breeders and seven winter residents do not represent a true 
percentage of the number of young remaining at the birthplace, since 
out of the 172 fledged in the three territories in nine breeding seasons 
(1937-1945) only 137 were banded. Laskey (1940:188) reported that 
of 521 nestlings banded in three years, 15 females were found breeding 
in the park in subsequent seasons, and several males, known by the 
band on the left tarsus to have been banded as nestlings, were seen. 

Of the 10 banded breeding males (omitting from consideration M11, 
first banded in 1945), 6 (M1, M2, M4, M7, M8, M9), or 60 per cent, 
remained or returned to breed a second season; one (M2) of these for a 
third. Omitting from consideration the 4 banded breeding females 
(F7, F8, F10, F12) that were killed in their first nesting season, and 
F18, first banded in 1945, 8 out of 13 females, or 61.5 per cent, re- 
mained or returned to nest a second season; one (F9) of these for a 
third season; one (F3) for a third and fourth. 

Four pairs (M1/F1, 1937-38; M2/F2, 1937-38; M7/F9, 1941-42; 
M8/F13, 1942-43) were mated in two successive seasons. 


TABLE 1 
BLvuEsiIrp Banpinc Data 1937-1945 Nortu Littrte Rock, ARKANSAS 








Breeders in study area banded as adults (9 o¢", 16 9 9) 

















Banded Oct.—Nov. Banded Jan.—Feb. Banded March Banded Apr.—June 

M6 ’40 [41] M8 ’42 [42,43] M1 ’37 [37, 38] MS ’40 [40] 

M7 ’40 [41, 42] M11 ’45 [45] M2 ’37 [37, 38, 39] 

M9 ’42 [43,44] M3 ’38 [38] 

F7 ’38 [39K] F6 39 [39] Fi ’37 [37, 38] F4 ’38 [38] 

F9 ’39 [40, 41, 42] F16 °43 [44,45] F2 37 YF 38K] FS ’39 [39, 40] 

F10 °40 [41K] F3 ’37 (37, 38, 39,40] F8 °39 [39K] 
Fil °42 [42] 
F13 °42 [42, 43] 
FiS °44 [44 
Fi7 °44 |44, 45K] 
Fi8 °45 [45] 

Breeders in study area banded as nestlings (2 o'c*,2 ? 9) 
M4. °38 [39, 40] 
M10 ’43 [44] Fi2 "41 [42K] 


Fi4 °42 [43] 
Non-breeders banded as adults (Nov.—Feb.): 7 oo", 79 9; as nestlings: 133 


Total banded, March 1937—June 1945: 16 ad. oo; 23 ad. 9 9; 137 nestlings 
M before a numeral designates a male; F a female. 
Following each individual’s number is the year of banding and (in square brackets) 
the year or years of nesting. 
K following a year indicates that the bird disappeared or was killed in that nesting 
season. 
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MIGRATORY STATUS 


Most of the nesting pairs were permanent residents, while a few 
were known to migrate. This was easily observed in the first years, 
when the total number banded was small and the five individuals of 
1937 were banded on the left tarsus and all others on the right. For 
the later years, data are incomplete. In order to establish a pair’s per- 
manent residence, they had to be trapped several times in November 
and December; failure to trap did not, of course, prove the pair had 
migrated. 

After November 10, 1937, only one (M1/F1) of the pairs banded 
that year was seen; they were caught in every month up to March. 
The other pair (M2/F2) apparently migrated; they returned to their 
former territory in February 1938. The third left-banded female (F3) 
regularly migrated. The date of her return in 1938 was not noted; in 
1939, it was March 1, and in 1940, February 28. 

Migrating Bluebirds that stop over here (usually in groups of 6 to 
12) may stimulate local birds to leave. For example, November 18, 
1938, a flock estimated at 50—the only flock of that size I have ever 
seen—arrived on our hill and stayed for three days. On the fourth day, 
the transients, as well as the left-banded Bluebirds (including the pair, 
M1/F1, that had not migrated the winter before) were gone. M1 and 
F1 never returned; the other male, M2, was back on February 10, 1939. 

Weather may also be a determining factor in migration. November 
and December in this latitude are very variable months. Some years 
there are a few cold spells with intervals of balmy days. Other years 
there is almost continuous cold from mid-November through December, 
with very heavy rainfall. The warmer weather may inhibit, and the 
colder release, the latent migratory impulse. Nice (1943:76) suggests 
this theory for the Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia) of central Ohio. 


IMPORTANCE OF NEST 

In considering the life history of Bluebirds, one fact is outstanding: 
the individual’s life is oriented to the nest site, a hole. As single birds, 
as pairs, or as flocks, they are drawn throughout the year, excepting 
only the period of the molt, to the vicinity of nesting places. The 
Bluebird’s need is far more specialized than that of open nesters, even 
more than that of many hole-nesters. The Bluebird cannot make its 
own cavity, and it does not, as some wrens do, accept just any odd 
corner or cranny for a nest hole. The Bluebird requires a nest en- 
vironment with open grassy places, spacious lawns, meadows, aban- 
doned fields, pasture or fallow lands, or the margins of thin woods. 
Bluebirds can live neither in dense woods, nor in closely built residen- 
tial sections of towns. 

Several other species of hole-nesters are, to some degree, concerned 
with nest sites outside the breeding season. House Wrens (Troglodytes 
aedon) and Starlings (Sturnus vulgaris) occasionally visit boxes in 





——— 


— 


>. BLUEBIRDS IN ARKANSAS 147 


autumn, and the latter even throw out old nest material (Nice, letter). 
At my home, Bewick’s Wrens (Théryomanes bewickii) remain mated 
or form new pairs in autumn, and the male defends a territory through 
the winter. They often roost in boxes, and “scold” when other hole 
nesters look at the boxes. Carolina Wrens (Thryothorus ludovicianus), 
which also remain paired through the winter, show less interest in nest 
sites, but look at boxes and explore sheds and farm buildings. Odum 
(1941-42) does not mention the Black-capped Chickadees (Parus 
atricapillus) as interested in nest sites until pair separation from the 
flock, but in this region a Carolina Chickadee (Parus carolinensis) will 
protest in mid-winter if, for example, a Downy Woodpecker (Dryo- 
bates pubescens) goes to the cavity or box that the Chickadee is using 
as a roost, and there is some casual examination by the Chickadees of 
holes in trees. Tufted Titmice (Parus bicolor) behave in general like 
the Chickadees. 

In central Arkansas sexual activities among the hole-nesters appear 
so early in the year that no sharp line can be drawn between winter 
behavior and mating behavior. Bluebirds differ from the species men- 
tioned above in this respect: the interest in nest sites is competitive 
between pairs within the flock, and is accompanied by “breeding” be- 
havior, such as courtship and singing, and occasionally by fighting, 
throughout the non-breeding season. 


PAIRING AND COURTSHIP 


Pairs form at any time between completion of the post-nuptial and 
post-juvenal molts (average September 15—October 1) and the start of 
nesting, but banding records indicate that most pairs are formed be- 
tween November and the last of January. 

Courtship is inseparable from pair formation. It functions as mu- 
tual stimulation and—in weeks immediately preceding nest construc- 
tion—as advertisement of ownership of a box and territory. It always 
takes the form of visiting a nest box but varies in intensity according 
to the time of year and the number of pairs present. In the fall, in 
the case of a lone pair, it may be no more than male and female looking 
into the box together and even in spring a lone pair is rather quiet, 
although making daily visits to their box. But if in spring a pair has 
close neighbors (for example, if all three territories at my home are 
claimed by as many pairs early in the season), the courtship is a frenzy 
of warbling by both sexes, of flying and fluttering around the box with 
continual wing-lifting and twitching. The two keep up the warbling and 
wing movements in trees near the box. The male often flies at the 
female and takes her perch as she moves away, but this is the only 
expression of dominance within the pair; when she flies off and he fol- 
lows, there is no hint of a chase. Either at the first meeting of male and 
female at the box in the pre-nesting season, or in the few days just 
before the female begins to gather nest material, the male may hold a 
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wisp of dry grass in his beak as he perches on the box or looks into it. 
He does not feed his mate in the courtship period, and I have never seen 
a female beg at this time, but in January 1945, I twice saw a female 
fly after a male as if she wanted the grub he had (see below). 

For a pair’s second and third nestings in a season, the courtship is 
usually limited to looking into the box, with slight wing lifting. 


EXAMPLES OF PAIR FORMATION 


In fall. In 1944, a green-banded daughter (FG) of the second 1944 
brood of M10 and F16 was paired with a banded but unidentified 
juvenile male by September 18. At this time, other juveniles had dis- 
appeared, and the newly-formed pair, with FG’s parents, constituted a 
flock. The two pairs frequently visited nest boxes together. There was 
very little warbling or wing lifting, and no fighting except for the mild 
dominance of the old male over the juvenile; M10 would occasionally 
fly at the young male, forcing him to quit his perch on top of the box. 

In 1938 for two days (November 12 and 13), one of the old left- 
banded pairs defended the central Dooryard box (D3, Figure 1) from a 
pair apparently newly-formed. The attacking male was right-banded; 
his mate, an obviously young bird, unbanded, fluttered back and forth 
but took no part in the fighting. The courtship excitement was up to 
the pitch usual in March. On the third morning, the old pair did not 
appear; the right-banded male and his timid mate were in possession. 
The female made three or four trips to the box with grass in an un- 
certain manner, and at that time was trapped and banded F7. The 
male evaded my attempts to capture him, which I especially regretted 
when on February 19, 1939, I found the male owning this box to be 
M4, a fledgling from the summer before. He then had an unbanded 
mate; F7 was found the next month paired with an unbanded male in 
the Gate Territory. 

Within the winter flock. On December 3, 1944, the unidentified 
male, mate of FG, disappeared. At this time, the yellow-banded pair 
(M9/F17) had joined the flock, so that it then consisted of two pairs 
and FG. On December 13, a new male, promptly banded green (MG), 
joined the flock and paired with FG. There was some flock visiting of 
the boxes, but at times only the new male and FG looked at a box, and 
their courtship continued up to his disappearance on December 23. 
There was almost no excitement. 

Rivalry between females. Through the disappearance of one indi- 
vidual after another, the winter flock had been reduced by December 
27, 1944, to the two old females, F16 and F17. On January 11, 1945,a 
new male arrived and was banded red (MR). There was all-day visiting 
of boxes, with little excitement early in the morning, but more in the 
afternoon on the part of the females. It seemed to be an example of 
rivalry between females before full gonadal development, as well as an 
example of the courtship’s stimulating effect. 
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8:30 a.m. 33° F., sunny: MR on fence beside box in Barn Territory. F16 and 
F17 in trees between barn and house. F16 flies at MR, displacing him. He gives 
a low warble and looks into box; F16 perches on top of box. F17, still in tree 
40 yards to east, calls tu-a-wee. F16 does not answer. 

8:40: MR and F16 fly to Dooryard box, with F17 following; all are chased by 
a Mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos). They fly to Gate Territory box. MR looks 
in, F16 looks and goes inside, MR perches on top. No warbling or wing lifting. 
F17 stays 10 yards off. All fly out of sight. 

10:30: All three at Barn box, then to Gate box, MR now warbling almost 
continuously in low voice, and lifting wings. F16 stays close to him, and after he 
has clung to box and looked in, she looks in. If MR stays in trees for several 
minutes, F16 takes initiative, flying to the box, warbling softly, lifting wings; 
MR then flies to box. F17 approaches within two yards, F16 several times flies at 
her, snapping her bill. F17 retreats, perches with fluffed feathers. 

11:40: All three in trees east of our house. Only F16 comes down to feeding 
table; F17 perches with fluffed feathers. F17 is first to fly back to Dooryard box; 
then F16, MR following. At 1:25, this program is repeated, F17 leading the way 
to the box after a visit to the feeding table. 

1:50 p.m.: MR and F17 (who is now more confident) visit Dooryard box, 
with F16 perched in vegetable garden 10 yards off. MR goes to compost heap, 
finds large grub, flies with it to a tree, F16 following just one foot behind him like 
a nearly grown fledgling after a parent, as if about to beg, but they go out of 
my sight. 

3:00 to 3:40: All three near Dooryard box. MR now indifferent most of the 
time, going often to ground to feed. Females not feeding at all, continually flut- 
tering about box, rushing at each other, occasionally falling to ground but sep- 
arating immediately. When MR perches on box, females’ excitement increases; they 
give a low chatter, almost a warble. Again MR finds a large grub, and both 
females fly after him as if to beg. He flies to another tree to escape them, and 
eats the grub. 

4 p.m.: MR on fence beside box with a short piece of grass in his beak, 
which he “works,” then drops. Females are near by, still flying at one another. As 
I go by, all three are frightened off. 


On January 12, as I left home at 7:30 a.m., all three Bluebirds were 
in the vegetable garden near the Dooryard box, the females flying at 
each other as on the evening before. On my return at noon, all excite- 
ment had subsided, there was no visiting of the boxes, and the three 
birds moved together as a flock. From later actions of the three, it 
appeared that F16 and F17 had come to an “understanding” on Janu- 
ary 12 that F16 was paired with MR. At the same time, dominance 
shifted from F16 to F17. Up to that date, F16 had consistently pecked 
F17 at the feeding table. From then on, F17 became a despot, driving 
F 16 from all feeding shelves. 

On January 13, MR was caught in a nest-box trap, which indicated 
his interest in nest sites, yet there was no demonstration, such as 
warbling and fluttering, at any of the boxes. Several times that day, 
MR and F16 were seen together, F17 not present; the latter, in the 
course of the afternoon, came five times to the feeding table, each time 
alone. From January 14 to 19, the three were always together when I 
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observed them; on January 19, at 8 a.m., MR and F16 were alone at a 
Barn box, first one and then the other going into it, and this removed 
all doubt that they were the pair. 


In late winter. After the pairing of R and F16 on January 11, 
1945, no other male appeared in the study area until February 6. At 
9 a.m., a new male (later banded M11) and F17 were observed visiting 
the Dooryard box in a courtship of highest intensity. They were ap- 
parently paired from the first meeting at the box. 


REPLACING A Lost MATE 

When a male’s mate is killed in the nesting season, he may go off 
for a time and return with a new mate, or remain in the territory until 
a female arrives. 

M2 lost his mate about March 21, 1938, while she was incubating, 
and was not seen until March 25, when he appeared with a new mate. 
(Since the Barn Territory is the least observed, he may well have come 
back to his box at times without being seen.) The courtship with the 
second mate lasted only a day; on the next day she started building. 

M9 (yellow-banded) lost his mate and young about May 1, 1944. 
He was seen every day thereafter, looking into the box and warbling 
softly, but may also have ranged beyond the territory. On May 26, at 
noon, he was still alone. At 9:30 a.m. the next day, a female was 
carrying grass into the box. 

In 1936, the male of the Dooryard Territory lost mate and eggs 
on June 1, and remained in the territory. For the first two days, he 
warbled and looked into boxes. On the third, he carried grass to one 
box, but continued to visit other boxes. The warbling and visiting of 
boxes, with intermittent grass-carrying, continued for 10 days, when a 
female arrived and typical courtship began. 

A fourth male, M8 of the Dooryard, lost his mate on April 24, 1942 
(three days before the young left the nest). He warbled some, while 
continuing to feed the nestlings. On April 26 a female appeared and 
fluttered at Dooryard box 3 that held the young. Later, she and the 
male together looked at Dooryard box 2. This was the courtship. The 
next morning, the fledglings left the nest, and in the afternoon the new 
mate carried fresh grass lining into Dooryard box 3. 

In 1945, M11’s mate, F17, disappeared between June 10 and 24, 
while I was away. On my return, M11 and a new mate (F18) were in 
courtship at a Dooryard box, this territory having been previously un- 
occupied that season; M11 and F17 had had two successful nestings 
in the Gate box. 

In every case where the female was known to have disappeared— 
presumably killed—the male has obtained a new mate. However, 
there have been four instances of a pair disappearing after a nest dis- 
aster, and this may indicate that the female was killed, and the male 
left in search of a new mate, which he failed to find. For example, 
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when M2 and F4 had their young killed in the nest about April 28, 
1938, and the pair disappeared, F4 may have been killed. M2 re- 
turned the following year with a new mate. 

I have no record of a male being killed while the female had eggs 
or nestlings, but I judge, from the arrival of unmated females here in 
the nesting season, that a widow wanders off in search of a new mate. 
In the winter of 1944-45, the two old females, F16 and F17, whose 
mates disappeared in late December, stayed in their home territories for 
a large part of each day, but at times, on a walk over 10 acres, I could 
not find these females. On January 9, 1945, at 3:45 p.m., I saw F16 
start from the Barn territory to the north, flying above the trees until 
she was a vanishing speck in the sky; she was back at the feeding table 
early the next morning. It seems probable that they ranged a consid- 
erable distance each day. As noted above, males (MR and M11) came 
to these females’ home territories on January 11 and February 6. 


FIGHTING TO OBTAIN A MATE 


The male that has lost a mate after the start of nesting does not 
at any time invade the territory of a mated pair to fight the male for his 
box and mate. All the widower males cited in the preceding section 
had near neighbors, yet they were not seen even to trespass. But an 
unmated female will invade a mated pair’s territory, either just before 
the first nesting or in the interval between nestings, and fight the female. 
The mated pair’s courtship at the start of the cycle appears to stimu- 
late the unmated female, whereas the quiet behavior between nest-mak- 
ing and fledging of the young inhibits attack. 

Many fights between females have been observed in the pre-nesting 
season when identities could not be ascertained. Where the birds were 
known, the best example is that of F3’s defeat of F6. M4 and F6 were 
established in the Dooryard Territory by late February of 1939. On 
March 1, F3, the female who had nested in the Dooryard the year be- 
fore and had migrated, returned. At first, F6 chased F3, with M4 fol- 
lowing. Presently the two females fought, repeatedly meeting in the air 
and falling to the ground. The male was greatly excited, flying back 
and forth, hovering above the combatants, warbling continuously and 
lifting his wings. In the last struggle on the ground, one female cried 
like a captured fledgling. They separated, and one flew up to a tree; 
the other lay for a moment as if exhausted, and then flew slowly away 
to the woods. F3, the victorious female, perched on top of the box; she 
and M4 then went through the courtship ceremony; he remained in the 
territory with her as mate. 

Another example occurred in 1935, when the Dooryard Territory 
was occupied by an old pair that were unbanded but had recognizable 
individual characteristics. On the morning of March 10 the old female 
was Carrying grass to her box, and I saw another female take grass to a 
box just 10 yards off. She appeared awkward and uncertain at her 
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work. The old female deposited her own load of grass and then drove 
the new female off. That afternoon there was a fierce battle in the 
Dooryard between two females, probably the old female and the visitor 
of the morning; afterwards one chased the other down hill. The old 
female remained in undisputed possession of the territory. 

Pettingill (1936:86) reports a battle between two females soon 
after the start of nest-making, the attacker driving off the first mate. 
Nice (1931:144) mentions a fierce fight between two females on the 
day before the second nest of one of them was begun. 


PatR FORMATION AMONG RETURNED MIGRANTS 


There is some indication that Bluebirds that migrate may find a 
mate in the wintering grounds. M2 on his return to his old territory in 
1939 had a new mate that had not been banded as a member of the 
local winter flock, and F3 on returning in 1938 had an unbanded mate; 
they could, however, have found these mates in the roaming popula- 
tion of the pre-nesting season in this neighborhood. F3 came back 
without a mate in 1939, drove F6 away, and thus obtained M4. She 
was again alone when she returned February 28, 1940; within the next 
week she left the neighborhood, coming back on May 9 with a mate 
(M5) and fought the pair M4/F9 for the territory. Without the use of 
colored bands, it was not possible to determine whether mates return 
together from the south. 


MATING BEHAVIOR DuRING MIGRATION 


On September 16, 1944, two pairs of Bluebirds, unbanded and pre- 
sumed to be migrants, spent the afternoon in the Dooryard Territory, 
and for the 20 minutes that I watched, performed a series of acts that 
seemed to be a form of courtship, nest-making, and boundary settlement. 

The males flew at the females, forcing them to quit their perches, 
and alighted in the places the females had left. Moving through the 
trees, continually displacing the females, the males kept up a courtship 
chatter that sometimes became a low warbling. Once a male flew to 
the ground and pulled at grass, and then the females, about two feet 
apart, picked at grass. Another time, the males were on the ground 
within a few feet of each other, teasing at grass. They came face to 
face, and there was a brief encounter, the two jumping like little cocks; 
then they hopped in opposite directions and pecked at the ground; they 
several times picked up and tossed away dead leaves. During this time, 
a female came down near them and gathered grass, dropping it before 
she returned to a tree. In the time that I watched, the migrants did not 
go to the Dooryard box, which was about 25 yards from the area of 
their activities. 

The pecking at the ground and tossing of leaves was apparently 
substitute behavior for fighting at a boundary line, as I realized when 
on October 22, 1944, the red- and yellow-banded pairs (M10/F16 and 
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M9/F17) went through a similar performance on the line that had 
divided their breeding territories. 


THE Bonp BETWEEN MATES 


Courtship repeated in varying degrees through the winter seems to 
maintain the bond between mates wintering in the study area. Never- 
theless, the bond between the mates of fall- and winter-formed pairs is 
probably very slight. Indeed, there is doubt whether every association 
of male and female is a pair, and the flutterings at a box may some- 
times be flock behavior rather than pair behavior. 

Between old mates, however, there appears to be a real bond 
the year around. This is not apparent from their behavior toward 
each other when the pair is in the flock, but is indicated by their 
occasional withdrawal from the flock, or even their continuous segrega- 
tion, as when only one pair was present during the years when there 
was only one box in the area (1931-1934). It is also suggested by the 
dominance of one male and one female over others in the flock; in the 
fall of 1944, the red-banded pair (M10/F16) dominated the two other 
pairs, M10 pecking the males, and F16 the females. 

The old unbanded pair referred to above gave a specific illustration 
of the bond. From some time in November 1934 up to nest-making in 
March 1935, the female roosted on a small shelf-like space at the top 
of a corner porch-column. The male never slept there. He appeared 
at the feeding table early each morning, and the female joined him 
there. Early on the morning of February 17, he attracted my attention 
by warbling and flying back and forth on the porch, hovering several 
times before the empty shelf. Apparently the female had not met him 
at the feeding table, and he was disturbed at not finding her either 
there or at her roosting place. A little later, the pair were together, 
and that night the female was on her roost as usual. 

Colquhoun (1942:127) in his study of color-banded Blue Tits 
(Parus caeruleus) in England, found that the bond between mates was 
not evident while they were in the flock but was very plain at roosting 
time. The mates chased one another, with the male singing; the male 
visited his mate’s roosting site, then roosted nearby. 

In 1944, the Bluebird mates, M10 and F16 (red-banded), were 
together continuously, even during the molt, until the male’s disappear- 
ance on December 25. During the fall, they often visited the box in 
which their last brood had been fledged. On October 13, the female was 
seen to gather grass and carry it to a fence post where she worried it 
and dropped most of it; she finally took a small amount to the box. 
She gathered a second load, and after some dawdling she took a little 
in. The box was found to contain half an inch of grass. On October 
17, the male perched beside the box with grass in his beak, which he 
let fall; then the female gathered grass and clung to the entrance hole 
but did not take the grass in. 
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The yellow-banded mates, M9 and F17, also remained together 
until the male’s disappearance on December 23, and on several dates in 
October were seen in similar grass-gathering performances. They were 
somewhat more excited than the other pair, the male squealing as in the 
mating period. 

Mates remain together through the nesting season unless separated 
by an attacking female. Pontius (1928:75) gives an instance observed 
by Thomas in Ohio of a male that changed mates for the second nesting 
but had his first mate back for the third nesting. He gives no ex- 
planatory circumstances. 


THE NESTING CYCLE 

Tables 2 to 4 summarize the nesting data for the nine seasons of 
banding. 

The season. My earliest record for nest-making is February 16 
(1944). The average date is between March 7 and 10. Weather in- 
fluences the start. Interference by another pair or by an unmated 
female may cause a delay. In 1937, F3 fought Fl throughout March 
delaying the latter’s nesting until April 1. Young of the last brood are 
usually fledged by the middle of July, occasionally in the first week of 
August, rarely later. 

Selection of the box. Young pairs probably find the nest site to- 
gether. They have looked at boxes in the area of the winter flock, and 
as they ranged, watched for holes in posts and trees. When an old male 
or female takes a new mate, either may lead the other to a box. The 
males whose mates have died or disappeared have all had new mates in 
their old territories. The females F5, F9, F16, and F17 kept their old 
boxes with new mates. F3 brought two males, and possibly three, to her 
box. (It is not known whether M3, her mate in 1938, had been her 
unbanded mate of 1937). 


Nest-making. Under natural conditions it is doubtful if a female 
ever builds more than one nest at a time. When two or three boxes are 
offered in a territory, the male visits them all, his mate following him, 
and she may build as many nests as there are boxes. Apparently she 
makes the final choice when ready to lay. An occasional male takes 
grass to the box at the start of construction, but as a rule the female 
does all of the building. She finds her material, always dry grass, with 
sometimes a few chicken feathers or a little hair, within 30 or 40 yards 
of the box. She works rapidly, rarely taking more than four days to 
construct a nest. The male does not accompany the female to and fro 
but frequently flies to the box as she returns to it, perching there and 
lifting his wings. The male with a new mate shows more excitement at 
this time than one long-mated: also a male’s excitement when a later 
nest is started is greater after a loss of eggs or young than after a 
successful nesting. 
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Laying. In the first cycle, started in late February or early March, 
there may be a lapse of a week or more between nest completion and 
the laying of the first egg. With later nestings, most females have laid 
five days after they began the nest. Eggs are usually laid on successive 


TABLE 2 
Dooryvarp TERRITORY 














Year Pairs Nesting Laid Hatched Fledged 


1937 M1/FI1 1(4-1) 6 6 4(5-11) 2 died in nest at 12 days. 
1 fledgling disappeared. 


2(5-24) 4 0 O Eggs taken by predator. 
3(6-27) 2 a Yg. killed at 10 days. 
Different box used for each nesting 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 3 
1938 M3/F3 1(3-8) 5(3-20) 5 2(4-21) 3 died in nest at 10 days. 
1 fledgling died in rainstorm 4-22 
2[4-28] 4 4 4(6-8) Different box used. 
3[6-20] 3 3 3(7-30) 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 
1939 M4/F3 1(3-6) 5(3-26) 5 5(5-2) F3 drove away F6, first mate of M4. 
2(5-30) 4(6-3) . 4 4(7-7) 1 yg. left nest at 13 days; killed by dog. 


TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 








1940 M4/F9 1(3-8) 5(3-24) 5 5(4-28) Pair driven away by MS/F3. 
(Had 2nd nesting in Gate Territory.) 
M5/F3 1(5-12) 5(5-17) 5 5(6-20) 
2(7-11) 4(7-15) O 0O F3 incubated until 8-18. 


MS had deserted by 8-10. 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED 


(from 2 pairs) 10 


1941 M6/F10 1(3-5) 5(3-21) 5 5(4-24) 
2(5~9) 4(5-18 3 3(6-20) 1 egg infertile 
3(6-28) 4(7-3) 1 0 3 yg. died in shell; 1 a few hrs. after hatching. 


M6/F10 visit nest till 8-6. 
POTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 


1942 M8/F12 1(3-12) 3(3-25) 3 3(4-27) F/12 disappeared 4-23 
F13 arrived 4-26. 


M8/F13 1(4-27) 5(5-2) 5 4(6-7) 1 yg. died at 14 days 
(6-21) 3(6-25) 2 1(7-28) 1 egg infertile 


1 yg. died at 3 days 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED 
(from 1 @#, 2 2 9):8 


1943 M8/F13 1(3-15) 4(3-27) 4 4(4-24) 
2(5-5) 4(5-10) 4 4(6-11) Yg. left prematurely 
3(6-19) 2(6—22) 0 0 Eggs infertile. Deserted after 16 days 


TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 


1944 M10/F16 1(2-16) 5(3-2) 5 0 Yg. taken by predator at 11 days 
2(4-3 5(4-8 5 5(5-13) Different box used. 
3(5-24) 4(5-28 4 4(6-30) M10/F16 annex Barn Territory. 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 9 
TOTALS 23 95 80 65 TOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED:62 


TOTAL SUCCESSFUL NESTS: 17 


Dates following the number of the nesting, the number of eggs laid, and the 
number of young fledged represent respectively: the date of starting nest construction, 
the date of laying the first egg, and the date of fledging. Dates enclosed in square 
brackets are approximate 








156 THE WILSON BULLETIN Spee 08 


mornings; I have noted only one exception—in 1945, F16 laid a fourth 
set, starting July 22; she laid the second egg July 23, skipped the next 
day, laid the third (and last) egg July 25. Smith (1937:26) also 
noted an exception; a female laid May 13, 14, and 15, skipped May 16, 
laid on May 17 and 18. Bluebirds lay rather late in the morning, 
usually around 8:30, which is about two hours after sunrise in the first 
week of March. On May 6, 1945, F17 laid the first egg of her second 
set at 8:55 a.m., which was nearly four hours after sunrise (5:13). I 
had opened the box, believing that she would have laid and left by that 
time; at the touch of my hand upon her back, the bird flew out to an 
oak tree, perching with her feathers much fluffed. In a moment she laid, 
the egg falling to the ground and breaking. As soon as I withdrew, she 
returned to the nest. She did not abandon the nest, as might have 
been expected, but laid four more eggs on successive days. Sets contain 
from three to six; a late set may contain only two. Laskey (1939:24) 
reported a set of seven. 


Incubation and brooding. As a rule, only the female incubates and 
broods, but Smith (1937:26) saw a male take his mate’s place on the 
eggs three times in three hours. 

I have noted only two males that fed the female during incubation. 
One was the Dooryard male in 1933. In 1945, M11 was noticed carry- 
ing food several times a day to the box in which F17 was incubating; 
this was true during both her first and second nestings, and he also took 
food to his new mate, F18, as she incubated. Rather surprisingly, 1/11 
fed F17 on June 1, 1945, when the young in the nest were 11 days old; 
he took a beakful of peanuts from the feeding table up to F17, who was 
perched in a tree, and she fluttered her wings like a begging fledgling. 

Incubation starts with the laying of the last egg, or, in a set of six, 
with the fourth or fifth. The period is 13 to 15 days, commonly 14; 
Smith (1937:26) found it once extended to 16. Laskey (1940:18) re- 
ports an incubation of 21 days in the case of infertile eggs. In 1940, F3 
in the Dooryard Territory incubated 33 days. She had started July 17, 
and one egg was pipped on July 31. The chick died in the shell, and 
the other three eggs also held dead chicks. She continued to incubate 
through August 18, and occasionally looked into the box until August 
25. Body feathers in the nest indicated the bird had begun to molt. 

The female Bluebird is not a close sitter; she usually flies out of her 
nest at a human’s approach; apparently she can hear footsteps in grass 
20 feet from her box. 


Care of Young. Both parents feed the young. In the first few days 
after hatching, the male seems to deliver food to the brooding female. 
Within a week, both bring food, entering the box with it. In an inter- 
mediate stage, they perch in the entrance to the hole and lean far down 
to feed the young. In the last stage, the young meet the parents at the 
entrance. 
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Both parents attend to sanitation, dropping the sacs 20 to 40 yards 
away. In the last day or two of nestling life, this duty is somewhat 
neglected, and many nests become quite dirty. In extremely hot 
weather, parents give little attention to sanitation. For example, in 
1945, the nest which the three young of M11 and F18 left on July 30 
looked as if sacs had not been removed for at least a week. 


TABLE 3 
Barn TERRITORY 








Year Pairs Nesting Laid Hatched Fledged 








1937 M2/F2 1(3-9) 4(3-20) 0 O Eggs taken by predator. 
2(3-26] 5 5 5(S-9) 
3(6-7] 4 1 1(7-18) 3 eggs addled. 


Different box used for each nesting. 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 6 


1938 M2/F2 1(3-4) 5(3-13) 0 0O F2 disappeared during incubation period. 
M2/F4 1(3-26) 4(4-3) 4 0 Different box used. 
Yg. killed in nest. 


1939 M2/F5 1[3-12] 4(3-23) 4 4(4-25) 











215-16] 3 3 3(6-23) 
3[6-25] 3 3  3(8-1) Different box used for each nesting. 
TOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 10 
1940 Mx/FS5 1(3-13) 3 2 2(4-26) 1 egg infertile. 
2[4-29] 4 0 Oo Different box used. 


F5 deserted eggs (human interference). 
Pair remained in territory 10 days. 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 2 


1941 Mx/Fx 1(6-20) 4(6-23) 4 4(7-26) Pair arrived about 6-15. 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 4 


























1942 Mx/Fil 1(3-7) 4 4 4(4-23) 
2[4-26] 4 4 4(6-2) 
3|6-22] 3 3 3(8-3) 
TO’ TALSUCCESSF ULL ¥ FLEDGED:11 
1943 Mx/Fx 1(3-16) 4 4 4(4-29) 
2(S-13] 4 4 4(6-24) 
3[7-3] 3 0 0 1 egg infertile, 2 with dead embryos 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 
1944 Mx/F15_ 1(3-13) 4(3-26) 0 0O Eggs taken by predator, 4-4. 
2(4-10) 4(4-16) 0 0 Different box used. 
° Eggs sucked dry by predator, 4-23. 


Territory abandoned. 








1945 Mx/Fi6 1(3-9) 0 0 Oo Nest destroyed (human agency). 
2(3-16) 5(3-22) 4  1(4-25) Changed territorial boundaries. 
1 egg infertile. 
3 yg. dead in nest. 








3(4-23) 5(4-27) 5 5(6-1) Different box used. 
4(6-5) 5 3  3(7-16) 2 eggs addled. 
5[7-20] 3(7-22) 0 O Pair abandoned nest and territory. 


TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 9 








TOTALS: 24 1 57. SO TOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED:50 
TOTAL SUCCESSFUL NESTS: 15 











x, instead of a number, after M or F indicates an unbanded bird. 

Dates following the number of the nesting, the number of eggs laid, and the number 
of young fledged represent respectively: the date of starting nest construction, the date 
of laying the first egg, and the date of fledging. Dates enclosed in square brackets are 
approximate. 
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When all goes well, the young are fledged at 17 or 18 days. At this 
age, they can fly 10 to 20 yards. Usually, all leave the box within an 
hour, but in some cases they leave two or three hours apart, or the 
youngest or least developed may remain in the nest until the next day. 
If the nestlings are disturbed at any time after about the thirteenth day: 
they are almost certain to pop out suddenly. They are unable to fly, 
but they scramble and flutter across the ground. 


TABLE 4 


GATE TERRITOR’ 


Year Pairs Nesting Laid Hatched Fledged 


1937 Mx/F3 1(5-29) 3(6-7) 0 Oo Eggs deserted when Cowbird laid in nest. 
lerritory abandoned 7-5. 


1938 M1/F1 1(3-7) 4(3-16) 4 4(4-17) 2 fledglings killed by dog. 


2(4-20) 6(4-23) 6 6(5-30) 1 yg. very weak (counted as lost 
3(6-14) 5(6-19) 5 5(7-24) Annexed Barn Territory; used box there 
TOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED:12 
1939 Mx/F7 1(3-17) 4(4-2) 4 0 F7 disappeared 4-25 
6-day yg. died for lack of brooding 


} 
Ing 


Mx/F8& 1(5-6) 4(5-11) 4 U0 F8 disappeared 5-30. 
3-day ye. fo dead ir 

1940 M4/F9 1(5-26) 3(5-31) 3 3(7-5) Pair’s 2nd nesting of season; 1st in Dooryard, 

TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 3 


1941 M7/F9 1(3—5) 


7) 
w i 


20) 5 5(4-24 

2(5-12) 5(5-17) 5 5(6-22 
TOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 10 

1942 M7/F9 1(3-16) 4 + 4(4-27 

2(5-14) 5(5-18) 4 4(6-21) 1 egg ertil 

3(6-27) 4 + 4(8—4) 
rOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 12 

1943 M9/F14 1(3-17) 4(3-30) 4 $(5-5 

2[5-14] 4 4 4(6-24 


POTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 8 


1944 M9/Fx 1(3-7) 4(3-15) 0 0 
2(4-6) 4(4-11) 4 0 


Eggs taken by predator 3-28 
Fx disappeared about 5 
Yg. found dead in nest 
I 


7 arrived 5-27. 


M9/F17 1(5-27) 4(6-1) } 4(7-5 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED: 4 


1945 Ml11/F17 1(3-9) §(3-22 4 4(4-26) 1 egg held dead embryo 
2(5-4 5(5-6 4 4(6-8) 1 egg laid on ground (human interference 
F17 last seen 6-10. 
M11/F18 1(6-23 4(6-27 } 3(7-30) Used Dooryard box 


7-31) 1 yg. dead in nest 
TOTAL SUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED 
from 1 #2 9 9 l 
TOTALS 20 86 76 63 FOTALSUCCESSFULLY FLEDGED:60 
POTAL SUCCESSFUL NESTS: 15 


x, instead of a number, after M or F indicates an unbanded bird. 


Dates following the number of the nesting, the number of eggs laid, and the number 
of young fledged represent respectively: the date of starting nest construction, the date 
of laying the first egg, and the date of fledging. Dates enclosed in square brackets 
are approximate 
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The male feeds fledglings for 18 to 21 days, and sometimes longer. 
If the female re-nests at once, she is soon indifferent to the young of the 
previous brood, but otherwise she feeds them for some two weeks, 
though less frequently than the male near the end of the period. In 
1944, on July 25, when the last brood of the red-banded pair (M10/ 
F16) had been out of the nest 25 days, one young begged from its 
mother at the feeding shelf and then from two fledglings of the first 
brood (three months old) but was ignored. 


Interval between nestings. In 1945, F16 started a new nest April 
23, two days before the one surviving young of the first brood left the 
box. One female started a new nest two days after young were fledged; 
two females waited three days after the fledging. At the other extreme, 
two females waited 28 days after the fledging of one brood before start- 
ing another nest, and several waited from 15 to 20 days. However, 
most females have built a new nest in from 6 to 14 days after young 
were fledged. In most cases, the female has built in the same box or in 
another in the same territory. Three pairs have moved after one nesting 
to a box in another territory. Although the female will build on top of 
an old nest, the preference seems to be for a box from which the old nest 
has been removed. 


Number of nestings. Pairs that start late and wait three weeks be- 
fore beginning the second cycle may have only two nestings, but com- 
monly there are three attempts. An occasional pair makes four at- 
tempts, fledging three broods. In 1935 the Dooryard pair (unbanded) 
had the first brood of five fledged on April 18, and a second brood of 
four on June 10; the third brood of five was taken by a predator when 
it was three days old, July 5, and the fourth brood of four was fledged 
August 12. In 1945, F16 had five successive nests, with four sets of 
eggs, and three broods fledged. On March 11 I found her first nest, 
completed or nearly so, in the cavity of a dead and rotting tree north 
of the Barn Territory. At my touch, a slab of bark fell away, leaving 
the nest exposed and unsafe, and I tore it out. There were no eggs. 
The following day the pair claimed the Barn Territory, but fights with 
M11 and F17 (see below) delayed the start of the second nest until 
March 16. From this nest of four young, only one was fledged, on 
April 25; F16 started her third nest April 23; five young were fledged, 
June 1. She started the fourth nest June 5, and three young were 
fledged July 16. In the next week, F16 added fresh grass to this old 
nest, and laid July 22, 23, and 25. On July 26, she was seen near the 
nest but then disappeared; she may have abandoned the nest because of 
the extreme heat at that time. 


SUMMARY OF SUCCESSES 


In the nine-year period of banding, 26 pairs made 67 nesting at- 
tempts, with 47 successful nests, 272 eggs, 172 fledglings. This gives an 
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average per pair of 2.6 attempts per season, 1.8 successful nests, 10.4 
eggs, and 6.6 fledged young. The number of eggs per pair per season 
ranged from 3 to 18, and the number of young fledged, from 0 to 12. 
Only one female (F16 in 1945) in the period of banding (1937-1945) 
laid as many as 18 eggs; however, in 1935, the unbanded Dooryard 
female made four nesting attempts, laid 18 eggs, and fledged 13 young. 

It should be emphasized that the 172 young that were actually 
fledged were in most cases 17 or 18 days old and able to fly; hence they 
had greater chances of survival than the fledged young of many open 
nesters—such as warblers and sparrows—that may leave as early as 8 
days after hatching. The young Bluebirds that left the nest prema- 
turely and were known to have been killed before the normal nest-leav- 
ing age are counted among the losses. 


The percentage of successes to attempts by vears was as follows: 


1937 43% 1940 66% 1943 75% 
1938 75% 1941 83% 1944 37% 
1939 = 71% 1942 100% 1945 75% 


There was a wide variation between years; 100 per cent of the 
attempts being successful in 1942, only 37 per cent in 1944. 

Based on the number of eggs (272 in the 9 years), the percentage 
of young successfully fledged was 63.2. This agrees well with the results 
found for hole-nesting passerines both in this country and in Europe. 
Musselman (1935) in southern Illinois reports 60.4 per cent success for 
1,223 eggs, with 739 fledged in three years. Laskey (1940:185) in Ten- 
nessee reports a success of 57.6 per cent for 460 eggs in 1938, and 50.3 
per cent for 576 eggs in 1939, or a success of 53.8 per cent for the two 
years. Her lower rate may have been due to the disturbances that are 
inevitable in a public park area, and also to cats, English Sparrows and 
Starlings. In my study area, cats and English Sparrows are controlled 
as far as possible, and Starlings do not occur in the nesting season. 


SUMMARY OF LOSSES 


Of the 272 eggs laid, 59 were lost as eggs, 35 as nestlings, and 6 as 
young that left the nest prematurely, making a total loss of 100. Dis- 
tribution of losses is shown in Table 5. 

Predators accounted for about half the losses. If the indirect loss 
of eggs and young due to the killing of the mother (17), and the loss 
of eggs and young taken from the nest (25) are combined, the percentage 
is 42. Deaths in the boxes (17) could not be separated as to cause, i.e., 
predation, parasites, or inherent weakness of the young, but certainly 
part were due to predators, and these, added to the deaths of nestlings 
out prematurely and killed by dogs (3), would make the loss from 
predators well over 50 per cent. I have witnessed no robbing of a nest; 
the suspected predators are rats, mice, flying squirrels, cats, opossums, 
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and snakes. Loss by predators has occurred even when the supporting 
post was encircled with galvanized metal. 

Premature departure of nestlings is usually due to disturbance by 
man or predator, but in late July may be chargeable to great heat. In 
two cases of young killed in the nest, the flies and maggots that ap- 
peared may have caused the survivors to leave before the normal time. 
Parents have removed dead young from the nest only if very small; at 
a later stage, dead young are left in the nest. 

Nestlings out only a day or two before they can fly are able to get 
into a tree by climbing the trunk; those out earlier can only scramble 
across the ground. Dogs are a special danger. My own are confined 
whenever it is known that young of any species are on the ground, but 
accidents have happened. Since dogs roam almost everywhere that 
Bluebirds nest, they must be counted as a common predator. 

Many nests are found to be heavily infested with mites, yet entire 
broods have been fledged from such nests. Occasionally ants get into the 
boxes; parents indicate trouble by peculiar actions, such as repeatedly 
looking into the nest or entering without food, and then I have brought 
pyrethrum powder to the rescue. Laskey (1940:186) tells of three 
broods killed by ants at the time of hatching. 


TABLE 5 
Loss or Eccs AND NESTLINGS 

ee BRUTG OF RUIN noe cohen a cedccaceccseccachéssscseudseeee aes 13 
Be ey Ge WED os 5.0 ceneedend tae0edsenresehigbwess henna eeeee 11 
Eggs laid on ground 

Seis ey TRIED ou oc vcs scaled cnnvundtecadeeesstucuandens 1 
Eggs deserted 

(cause: parasitism by Cowbirds and human interference) .............. 10 
eB errr err 17 
ee I SS Se SE BE one iwc cces Semeenessdsscscnuaces 25 
ee Ge Ge ee RD hiker enn 6s sdew hens nn sok cebavcsevanadeeeane 17 
Nestlings prematurely out of nest 

éf —§ F SE fF SSG PCT TCC Cr Tr Crete 6 

100 


Late spring cold snaps have not been known to affect eggs or young. 
An occasional fledgling is found dead after a heavy rain, but broods 
fledged at ‘the normal time usually survive even violent storms. At the 
time of the last nesting, extreme heat may affect development of the 
young or even cause death. The nestlings appear not to grow as 
rapidly as during normal weather; they sprawl in the box as if 
in the greatest misery, and when older let their heads hang limply from 
the hole. Loss might be considerable if the boxes were not of thick lum- 
ber with ventilating holes near the top. Parents feed the young infre- 
quently during the hours of greatest heat. In 1945, heat probably has- 
tened the death of one of the young in the brood of M11 and F18. 
On July 24, when the four young were 10 days old, they showed very 
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uneven development, the smallest being about one third the size of the 
largest. That day the U.S. Weather Bureau at Little Rock recorded a 
maximum of 99° F., with high humidity. Three of the young kept 
their heads lolling from the entrance hole even through the cooler eve- 
ning hours, so that the parents, on resuming feeding at the end of the 
afternoon, were obliged to stand on the roof of the box and reach down 
to the young. The smallest young, inside the nest, probably received 
no food. On the morning of July 25, it was dead; the other three 
seemed listless and did not cheep when fed, but they grew livelier by 
noon; the day was cooler, and the parents fed them oftener. 

In 1936, the deaths of two of a brood of four that hatched August 
6 could almost certainly be attributed to heat. Abnormally high tem- 
peratures prevailed through most of the month, with a maximum of 
110° F., on August 10; under the tin roof of the barn, where the nest 
was located, the temperature was much higher. When 11 days old 
(August 17), two nestlings died; the nest was filthy; the parents fed 
infrequently and spent most of their time perched near the pool in the 
Dooryard Territory, which the owning pair had ceased to defend when 
their last brood was fledged July 20. I placed the two surviving young 
in a Dooryard nest partly shaded by oaks, and the parents fed the 
young in the new location. Both young left on August 23 at 17 days, 
the age at which fledglings normally can fly, yet these could only 
scramble across the ground. Three days later, one could fly weakly; 
the other remained in a woodpile where I placed it for safety, and it 
was not seen thereafter. 

Few pairs ever attempt a nesting so late. In the 9-year period, 
1937-1945, the latest dates on which young left the nest were August 
1, 1938, and July 31, 1945. It may be significant that the two cases of 
chicks pipping the shell, but dying before hatching, occurred late in the 
season. F3 in 1940 had laid July 15-17; and F10 in 1941, July 3-6. 

Sometimes the location of a box seems to favor disaster. The Door- 
yard box 2, located close to a fence and overhung by dead branches of a 
black jack oak, had a long history of losses and was several times in- 
fested with ants. After nestlings were killed in this box in 1938, it was 
moved to the open (to the pasture gatepost); it then became the pre- 
ferred Dooryard box (D3, Figure 1) and was not troubled by preda- 
tors until 1944. 

THE BLUEBIRD AS PARENT 


Normally, both parents feed the young, with the male taking full 
charge as they approach independence. I have records of two males that 
did all the feeding for a time, and one of a female that carried the whole 
burden of the brood from hatching on. 

On May 31, 1934, a female with six-day-old nestlings was injured. 
Feathers on the ground near the box indicated that she had had a nar- 
row escape from a predator. Every day for a week she perched in a 
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nearby tree, her feathers fluffed, and was rarely seen to find food for 
herself. She went to the nest only at night to brood. Throughout this 
time the male fed the young himself. Then the female began to help, 
and she was apparently fully recovered on the day the fledglings left, 
June 12. Three days later she was making another nest in the same box. 

In 1942, F12 of the Dooryard pair disappeared on April 23, when 
her nestlings were 14 days old. The male continued to feed them despite 
the distraction of a new mate that arrived on April 26 and started her 
nest on the following day, just a few hours after the fledglings left the 
box. She was never seen to feed her “‘step-children.” The father raised 
all three. 

In 1938, F1, of the pair on the east fringe of the Dooryard Terri- 
tory, fed her second brood without the assistance of her mate, M1. He 
had, however, performed his share of the duties with the first brood, 
which was out of the nest prematurely on April 17. The female laid 
the second set, six eggs, April 25 to 30, beginning incubation with the 
fourth egg. On the morning of May 3, M1 appeared at the box minus 
his tail. He went through a courtship sequence more extreme than any 
other I have ever watched. He warbled some, but more often gave the 
squealing call characteristic of sexual excitement. Fl was much dis- 
turbed. Many times she left her eggs to cling to the front of the box 
and look in—the female’s normal courtship response before nest- 
making. For several days, M1 repeated his visits with the same be- 
havior, but gradually calmed down. Thereafter he spent most of the 
time in the Barn Territory (abandoned shortly before by M2 and F4) 
with the two surviving fledglings of the first brood, and was still occa- 
sionally feeding them when they were 27 days out of the nest. 

Meanwhile, the eggs had hatched. The female found good hunting 
in the pasture that was part of M1’s new territory, and he often flew 
at her side as she returned to the box. (At this time, his new tail was 
about half grown out.) Once he looked into the nest, but did not feed 
the young. Near the end of the nestling period, he came with his mate 
more often. She would feed the young, give a short note, and fly 
swiftly away; he followed. 

On May 29 and 30, the six fledglings left the nest, and M1 showed 
none of the usual concern of a male at that time, giving no alarm notes, 
for example, at the approach of a Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata). 
F1 appeared to toll the young over to the Barn Territory; a week later 
I found only three survivors. On June 14, F1 was building. She made 
two nests, one in the old box in the Dooryard, the other in the Barn 
Territory. She laid in the box at the barn. For this third nesting, in 
which five young were fledged, 1 was a normal father. 

The only clue to an explanation of M1’s failure to feed the second 
brood lies in the loss of his tail. This is not an uncommon accident, and 
tail-less birds have been known to carry on their nesting activities. But 
M1’s terror when his tail was pulled out by hawk or owl may have been 
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equivalent to the psychological shock of having his nest destroyed. His 
instinct was to start a new cycle. Bigglestone (1913) has described a 
somewhat similar occurrence in the case of a pair of Yellow Warblers 
(Dendroica aestiva). The male abruptly stopped feeding his nestlings 
after an adventure with a snake that killed one of the young. This 
male, however, did not try to re-nest. 

In the case of the two male Bluebirds that did all the feeding for a 
time, it should be pointed out that in one instance (1934) the female, 
although sick or injured, continued to brood the young at night, while 
in the other (1942), the young were nearly fledged at the time of their 
mother’s disappearance and no longer in need of brooding. Twice in 
1939, and once in 1944, in the Gate Territory, the female was killed, 
and the young, just a few days old, died in the nest. Whether the male 
in any of the three cases fed the young after the mother’s death was not 
observed; even if fed they would have perished without brooding. While 
it is shown that the male may increase his feeding effort in response to 
increased stimulus, to brood is not in his normal instinctive routine, and 
it is improbable that he would brood in any emergency. M1’s con- 
tinued feeding of the fledglings of the first brood may be explained by 
the stimulus of their begging, to which male Bluebirds are, in the 
normal course of events, very responsive. 

In 1938, when M1 failed to feed his young, his mate was able to 
fulfill all the needs of the brood because she provided both warmth and 
food. Whether she would have carried on her role as parent if 1/1 had 
been killed is doubtful. Although they were in different stages of the 
nesting cycle, there was still the bond of mates, and his presence, while 
not relieving her labors, apparently satisfied the need for a male part- 
ner. F1 was almost constantly subjected to opposing stimuli, first the 
eggs and then the young as against the male’s courtship, and the nest 
with its contents was the stronger. 1/1’s behavior soon after she started 
incubation was an interruption of her cycle, just as the loss of his tail 
was to him, but in her case the break was only temporary—as when she 
left her eggs to peer into the box. 





JUVENILE BEHAVIOR 

Fledglings give the adults’ location note, ¢u-a-wee, on leaving the 
box and sometimes for an hour or two before their departure. Out in 
the trees, they usually keep apart, but one may perch within a few 
inches of another for a short time. 

The fledgling just out of the box waits quietly, except for an occa- 
sional low tu-a-wee, and breaks into the hunger chatter only at the 
arrival of a parent with food. By the end of a week, the young bird 
moves from one tree to another to meet the parent. At three weeks, two 
or three young pursue their father, with loud clamoring, when he has 
found a caterpillar. He is obliged to fly to one perch after another to 
beat the prey to an edible state. 
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Broods fledged in April almost invariably leave the area on attain- 
ing independence. Mid-season broods often stay in the area, or return 
frequently during the parents’ next cycle. This is dependent on the 
attitude of the male parent, who may drive them or tolerate them. 
Weather is also a factor; the juveniles seem less inclined to roam in dry, 
hot spells. In two cases of parental tolerance, only one fledgling had 
survived (each time, a female); these may have remained because they 
did not have the stimulus of brothers and sisters to cause them to 
wander. 

Parents that tolerate fledglings permit them to look into the nest and 
to perch on top of the box. In 1944, the May-fledged young of M10 
and F16 were greatly interested in the nestlings hatched on June 14, 
and took turns fluttering at the doorway. The next day, they were in 
trees near the box, and in the following days they were occasionally 
near. The father was seen to fly at them only on the evening the 
younger brood left the box. On July 20, the hottest day of the year, 
with a maximum temperature of 102° F., parents and both broods 
spent the afternoon together at the pool and feeding table. On Septem- 
ber 1, one of each brood was caught in a two-cell trap. A late brood 
usually remains in the neighborhood with the parents through Septem- 
ber. 

I have never observed juvenile helpers at the nest, but Nice (1931: 
144), Laskey (1939:28) and Wetherbee (1933:199) have reported 
fledglings that fed a younger brood and removed excreta. Three female 
juvenile Bluebirds showed a precocious instinct for picking up nest ma- 
terial. One at 38 days old, May 10, 1934, and another at 35 days, 
May 7, 1935, carried pieces of grass to the top of the box in which the 
mother was making a new nest. Another at 83 days, July 18, 1944, 
gathered several pieces of dry grass and hopped to a rock where a 
brother was bathing in a saucer-like depression. She dropped the grass, 
took a drink, gathered more grass from the ground and returned to the 
rock; she played with the grass a few minutes and then lost interest. 


TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOR 


The pair establishes territory around the nest box it claims. In this 
region, where there appear to be more Bluebirds than suitable nest 
sites, box-ownership is nearly always determined by fighting between 
pairs. Male fights male, and female, female. Occasionally one of a pair 
retires for a few moments, and then the other bears the combined attack 
of the opposing pair. 

Two combatants meet in the air, hovering, and snapping their beaks, 
then fall to the ground, apparently locked together, breast to breast, 
but whether the feet are engaged I have not been able to see. At times, 
one raises its head and brings the beak down in slow blows, at other 
times each keeps a grip on the other’s throat or breast while they roll 
and flop. Often when thus locked, they allow an observer to approach 
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and all but touch them before they fly up. Each then goes to a tree, 
and after a brief rest, they rush together again. Victory or armistice 
comes when one pair flies out of the zone of fighting. Ownership may be 
decided in a day, but the fighting often continues for a week. I have 
never seen a bleeding wound or even any considerable loss of feathers. 


Unmated male and territory. At the start of the season, an un- 
mated male does not take up territory, but those males who have lost 
their first mates and stayed—at least, much of the time—in their terri- 
tories appear to defend the territories. They sing for mates just as Song 
Sparrows and many other passerines do. But whether a male Blue- 
bird without a mate could hold (or would even try to hold) his terri- 
tory against a mated pair has not been conclusively shown. In no 
case of a widower male remaining in his territory, has a pair that ap- 
parently really wanted the box come along. In May 1945, however, in 
the interval between broods, the red-banded pair (M10/F16) of the 
Dooryard visited boxes in all three territories before taking one at the 
barn. On May 19, they looked at the box in the Gate Territory where 
the yellow-banded male (M9) was waiting for a new mate. First M10 
and then F16 clung to the box. M9 was perched about 10 yards away, 
watching them, and he did not move. 


Boundary settlement. Pairs claiming boxes in adjoining territories 
very early in the season may establish a dividing line by meeting at the 
line and flying at and chasing one another, with little or no fighting on 
the ground. (The savage fighting seen in the winter is between pairs 
tor a box, and not for settlement of boundary.) When, however, one 
pair has been in its territory for some weeks, and a new pair comes 
to the adjacent area, fighting starts at once, the first settlers being the 
aggressors, and is both spectacular and long-continued. The females 
fight as fiercely as the males. As with other species in which a male is 
unable to hold the entire area that he originally claimed, the established 
Bluebird pair does not actually drive the newcomers off, but a boundary 
is established between the territories. 

In 1937, there was a typical case of first settlers fighting later set- 
tlers. M1 and F1, established in the Dooryard since March 1, fought 
F3 and her unbanded mate, who came to the Gate Territory on May 26. 
The battle lasted three days, after which F3 and her mate were accepted 
as neighbors. In 1945, the territorial disputes of an unbanded male 
and F16 with the pair /@11/F17 were much more involved and longer 
drawn out. The history follows: 


Jan. 11. MR paired with F16 (see above under “Pairing and Courtship”). 

Jan. 14. MR/F16 visit hole in dead oak tree 15 yards north of the peach 
tree stub in the Barn territory. 

Feb. 6. 9:00 a.m. New male (later banded M11) arrives and pairs with F17, 
the courtship taking place at Dooryard box 3. They then join another pair and an 
extra male in the pasture (Barn territory), and much chasing back and forth ensues. 

1:00 p.m. F16 (red-banded) and F17 (yellow-banded), each accompanied by a 
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male (unidentified), are in the pasture. The pairs are plainly establishing a divid- 
ing line (about 10 yards north of Barn box 3) where none has ever been before. 
F16 and her mate repeatedly fly north across the pasture to a peach tree stub in 
which there is a cavity made by chickadees; F17 and her mate fly to Barn box 2; 
then the two pairs return to the dividing line (X in Figure 1). Each male con- 
tinues his courtship—warbling, flying at his mate and displacing her—but the 
birds clash as pairs, male flying at male, and female at female. A few times two 
opponents clash and fall together to the ground, but they quickly separate, and 
there is no serious fighting. In the 30 minutes of observation the two pairs many 
times repeat the visits to their respective nest sites and the meetings on the line. 

Feb. 8. An extra male (unbanded) is still present. MR is last seen on this 
date (found dead Feb. 21 in Gate box). 

Feb. 11. F16 is accompanied to the feeding table by an unbanded male. 

Feb. 11—-March 9. F16 and unbanded male rarely seen. (F16 seen at Dooryard 
feeding table on only 8 days.) Apparently spend most of their time in the terri- 
tory established Feb. 6 around peach stub. M11/F17 claim both Gate and Door- 
yard and most of Barn territory. (From occasional meetings of the two pairs at 
the dividing line established on Feb. 6, it is plain that this remains the boundary.) 

March 9. F17 starts nest in Gate box (where she had raised a brood in 1944). 
She continues to visit Barn box 2 with her mate, M11. 

March 11. F16’s nest (in the dead oak tree she visited with MR on Jan. 14) 
is almost completed. This nest destroyed (see above under “Number of nestings”’). 

March 12. At 12:30 p.m., F16 and F17 are in a fierce fight near (and appar- 
ently for possession of) Barn box 2. M11 hovers over them and flies about in 
great excitement. An unbanded male keeps to the trees 20 yards distant. (Pre- 
sumably F16’s mate, perhaps already defeated by M11, perhaps timid and back- 
ward.) The females fight for 10 minutes. After a last flopping on the ground one 
(F17) lies motionless for a moment, then flies east to the Dooryard territory; 
F16, the winner, perches on top of the box, lifting and fluttering her wings. M11 
stays at the scene for about five minutes. He flies at F16 several times and clings 
to the box, warbling and lifting his wings, but finally joins F17 in the dooryard. 

March 13. In spite of F16’s victory on March 12, M11/F17 remain in posses- 
sion of the three territories, visiting both the disputed Barn box 2 and the Gate 
box, in which F17 started a nest on March 9. She does not work on the nest, 
however. 

March 14. F16 claims Barn box 3. At 9:00 a.m. she is fluttering at the box, 
while her mate (unbanded) fights with M11 on the ground below. Several times 
F16 goes close to the fighting males and once pecks one of them. F17 keeps well 
out of the fighting area. After about 10 minutes, the males separate, the un- 
banded male the winner. M11 flies away to the Dooryard. At 10:00 a.m. the un- 
banded male and F16 are at Barn box 3, M11 and F17 at Barn box 2. The two 
pairs fly at each other at a point about half-way between the two boxes as if 
establishing a new line. Gradually M11/F17 grow more aggressive. Between 
11:00 and 12:00 both pairs remain on the roof of the barn above Box 3. The un- 
banded male and F16 hold the position nearer the box, with M11/F17 about three 
feet away. All four birds keep hopping back and forth. F17 frequently stands very 
tall and erect, pointing her beak upwards (probably substitute behavior for fight- 
ing). 

March 15. F16 and her mate only once seen at Barn box 3—early in the 
morning. M11/F17 visit Barn box 2, as well as the Dooryard and Gate boxes. 
F17 occasionally carries grass to the Gate box. 

March 16. At 7:30 a.m., M11/F17 are at Barn box 3, keeping F16 and her 
mate away. They apparently try to keep the boundary line 20 yards north of the 
box. The pairs meet at this point, perching on dead weed stalks—mates within a 
foot or so of each other, the pairs a yard or two apart. At 8:00 a.m. they are 
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darting at one another, M11/F17 then flying back to Box 3, 716 and her mate 
retreating to the tree in the middle of the pasture. Occasionally M11/F17 fly to 
Barn box 2, whereupon F16 and her mate fly to Barn box 3, but M11/F17 imme- 
diately return to Box 3 and drive the other pair back to their tree. M11/F17 are 
plainly the dominant, more aggressive pair. The performance continues until 8:45 


Just then a Bluebird calls tu-a-wee from near the Gate box. M11/F17 fly over in 
great excitement, apparently to drive out the trespasser. F16 and her mate take 
possession of Barn box 3 and the whole Barn Territory. M11/F17 seem to have 
given up the dispute. At 9:05, F16 and her mate are at Barn box 3, M11//'17 
fluttering at the Dooryard box. F16 and her mate also visit Barn boxes 1 and 2. 
By 10:30 everything seems settled. F16 and her mate come halfway to the house 
while M11/F17 remain around the Dooryard box. Through the afternoon both 
females carry grass, F16 to Barn box 2, F17 to the nest she began earlier in the 
Gate box. At 3:30 both nests appear to be completed. 
No more fighting occurred between these pairs during the summer. 


Boundary ceremony. I have seen one instance of what may have 
been ceremonial settlement of boundary, probably a sequel to fighting, 
and comparable to the territorial display of Eastern Mockingbirds and 
Brown Thrashers (Toxostoma rufum). On March 1, 1944, the Barn 
and Dooryard pairs flew down to the ground at about the half-way 
point between their boxes. First one pair, then the other, hopped for- 
ward a foot or more, the “‘attacked” pair moving sideways or retreat- 
ing. Once the Barn pair fell back three or four feet, the Dooryard pair 
pressing their gain. Then the Barn pair turned and recovered the lost 
ground, the Dooryard pair yielding. The action ended abruptly with 
the pairs flying back to their respective territories. 


Defense of territory. Little defense between neighbors is necessary, 
since both males and females respect the dividing lines. I have only a 
few times seen a male fly across the line and down to his neighbor’s land 
to pick up an insect; each time the owner flew at the trespasser, who 
returned to his own territory without giving fight. In 1938, F1 showed 
a scrupulous regard for boundary. The year before, M1/F1 had held 
the Dooryard, but in 1938 they had all of the Gate Territory, as well as 
the east side yard, which usually belonged to the Dooryard Territory 
(Figure 1). Their box, D1, was a little northeast of the house, while 
M3/F3 had box D2, just 25 yards off. The dividing line ran through a 
tree close to box D1. While F1 was feeding the six nestlings of her 
second brood without any help from her mate (see above), she appar- 
ently found abundant food in the close-grazed Bermuda pasture that 
was part of the territory M1 had taken up, and she went there dozens 
of times a day. She could have gone directly from her box across the 
Dooryard Territory. Instead, she flew south on her own land about 
30 yards, then cut west for 50 yards and turned north to the pasture. 
After about a week, she tried the short way home, and M3 and F3, with 
fledged young at the north end of their territory, did not bother her. 
Thereafter, F1 came home across their land, but continued to go by the 
roundabout route, which by that time had probably become habit. 
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When her young were fledged, she led them the long way, on her own 
territory, over to the pasture in the Barn Territory. 

Homeless wandering pairs rarely trespass on a settled pair’s terri- 
tory in the course of a nesting, but if they do they are promptly chased 
out, and they do not give fight. The situation between nestings is quite 
different, and will be discussed in the following section. 

Length of ownership. Some Dooryard pairs have seemed to hold 
territory continuously, from the first nesting to the last fledging. This is 
likely to be the case when there are only a few days between the fledging 
of one brood and the start of the next nest, but it has also been true 
when the interval was about two weeks. 

Other pairs have led the fledglings to the fringe of the territory a 
hundred yards or more from the box. Formerly there were telephone 
wires (running east and west) about 75 yards north of our north 
boundary fence, and these wires were favorite perches for Dooryard and 
Barn pairs with fledged young. There are still wires above the high- 
way about 80 yards to the east, and a Gate pair with fledged young can 
nearly always be found in that area. At Mrs. Nice’s home (1931:144) 
in Oklahoma, the pairs and their young disappeared between broods, 
returning in from 9 to 16 days. 

There is a doubt that the pairs that stay in the territory between 
cycles are actually holding territory. Nice (1941:441) wrote: “the 
owner of a territory is nearly invincible in his territory,” and Tinbergen 
(1939:57) goes further, stating that “a male on its own territory is 
undefeatable.” I have found that Bluebirds are inviucible in their 
territories only in the course of a nesting, not after their young are 
fledged. 

In 1940, M4 and F9 of the Dooryard had fledged a brood on April 
29. On May 9, an unbanded male and F3 appeared, and in one day 
fought and drove out the owners. The new male (later M5) and F3 had 
a brood fledged June 20, and on June 23 they in their turn were attacked 
by an invading pair, but in this fight owners were winners. I have 
observed many fights between pairs in the interval between broods, but 
the identities were not known. 

A homeless pair attacks when a box is not in use. In one case, the 
fighting took place 10 days after the young were fledged, and in the 
other only three days after. This suggests that use of the box and the 
holding of territory are inseparable, and that the pair with fledged 
young are in the position of all pairs at the start of the nesting season. 

Even with the pair that stays near its box, there may be a tem- 
porary abandonment of the land, and then a repossession when the next 
nesting is started. Certainly the pairs that wander off to the extreme 
limits of a territory cannot consistently defend the other boundaries, or 
the box, from neighbors’ trespassing. But from a very considerable 
distance, they may become aware of another pair’s courtship at their 
box, and hurry back to fight for it. 
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Nice (1935:110) expressed the belief that “the purpose of terri- 
tory is primarily to prevent interference in family life.”” The Bluebirds’ 
territory prevents interference from the time of nest-making to the 
fledging of the young. When they have not been frightened out prema- 
turely, the young fly fairly well on leaving the box, and within a few 
days are able to follow parents over an extensive area. 

In this region, factors not associated with defense of territory may 
keep many pairs in or near their territories. Lawn, garden, and pas- 
ture may offer better feeding than the edge of the woods or the road- 
side. Our pools are their usual watering places, and in years of drouth 
may be the only available water in the neighborhood. 

Extending territory. When a territory becomes vacant, the pair in 
the next territory extend their hunting and may move into the acquired 
land for their next cycle, yet retain their original area. This happened 
in 1938, when M1 and F1 had the first and second broods on the east 
fringe of the Dooryard and the third at the Barn; in 1944, when the 
red-banded pair (M10/F16) owned both Dooryard and Barn Terri- 
tories; and again in 1945, when M11/F17—and M11 with his second 
mate, F18—owned both Gate and Dooryard Territories. 

Desertion of territory. I have five records of territorial desertion 
during the season. In 1937, F3 and her unbanded mate deserted their 
first set of eggs in the Gate Territory because of parasitism by a Cow- 
bird (Molothrus ater); there was then a three-day battle (June 28-30) 
with M1/F1 of the Dooryard, by which F3 and her mate appeared to 
win an extension of their land, but within the next week they left the 
area without having started a new nest. In 1938, F2 and his second 
mate, F4, disappeared after the young were killed in the nest. In 1939, 
an unbanded male deserted the Gate Territory after losing two mates 
and two broods. In 1940, F5 and her mate remained in the Barn Terri- 
tory for about 10 days after F5 deserted her eggs (apparently because 
disturbed when lifted from the nest for identification); they then dis- 
appeared. In 1944, F15 and her mate abandoned the Barn Territory 
after two sets of eggs had been taken by predators. In each case, except 
the first, the desertion occurred in late April or May, when there was 
still time for another nesting. Some pairs may be inhibited from occupy- 
ing a territory in which they have had a failure, and this may account, 
at least in part, for the homeless pairs that appear between cycles to 
fight established pairs for box and territory. . 

Post-nesting abandonment of territory. A few days after the fledg- 
ing of the last brood, a pair becomes indifferent to the presence on its 
territory of neighbors, strangers, or flocks of juveniles. 


FLOCKING 

Early social bonds. Nice (1943:53) points out that nestlings of 
some passerines lose the first bond to one another when they leave the 
nest and seek separate perches. On two occasions I found fledgling 
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Bluebirds roosting together the first night out of the box: on April 20, 
1934, the weather turned unseasonably cold, and five fledglings of a 
brood that had left the box that morning roosted in a row, close against 
each other, on a limb of an oak; on April 21, 1938, the two surviving 
fledglings of the brood of M3 and F3 roosted side by side their first 
night out of the box. 

While early broods nearly always vanish soon after attaining inde- 
pendence, the June- and July-fledged young frequently have remained 
into September and later. In August, 10 to 15 juveniles, some banded 
and some not, form a loose flock, and come together to bathe. Three or 
four enter the water at once. These groups show great liveliness as com- 
pared with the apathy of the molting adults, and many chases occur. 
For the only time in their lives, the Bluebirds are rather noisy, breaking 
into frequent alarm chatters for no apparent reason. Often my walking 
into the garden is enough to start the flock “scolding.” The juvenile 
flock gradually decreases in number, or all disappear at once in a spell of 
autumn weather. Some old pairs remain, with, occasionally, a fledgling, 
and are the focus of the winter flock, which is formed by mid-November. 
New Bluebirds arrive about the middle of January, and summer resi- 
dents sometimes arrive that early. 


Composition of the flock. The number of nest sites in a locality and 
the Bluebird population of the surrounding country determine the size 
of a winter flock. From 1931 to 1934, there was but one box (in the 
Dooryard Territory) in about 50 acres of woodland. During this period, 
only one pair was regularly seen in winter. Since the erection of boxes 
at the barn and the driveway gate, two, three, and sometimes five pairs 
have been present from mid-October to the taking of boxes in February. 
While two resident pairs may comprise the flock, they are usually joined 
by new arrivals in November. My wintering flock has never exceeded 
12 individuals. A similar flock may be observed in any piece of road- 
side country that offers suitable nesting sites such as old chickadee and 
woodpecker holes in trees, fence posts, or poles. 

It is a striking fact that the sexes in the flocks of my neighborhood 
are nearly always equally divided. A typical flock is composed of three 
males and three females. In November 1944, the first year of color- 
banding, the flock consisted of the red-banded (M10/F16) and yellow- — 
banded (M9/F17) pairs that had nested in the Dooryard and Gate 
Territories; the first pair’s fledgling daughter, FG, banded green; 
and a banded but unidentified male. 

The history of the flock is as follows: 

December 3, the banded, unidentified male disappeared. 

December 13, a new male arrived, to be banded green (MG); he paired 
with FG. 

December 23, MG and M9 disappeared. 

December 25, M10 disappeared. 

December 26, a new male arrived about noon. 
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December 27, the new male and FG disappeared. 

December 27, 1944—January 8, 1945, the two old females were alone except 
for December 8, when a new male appeared and stayed for a few hours. 

January 11, a new male arrived, and was banded red on the right tarsus, MR. 
He paired with F16. 

February 6, two new males arrived; one paired with F17. 

February 6-11, MR disappeared (later found dead), and the other new ar- 
rival paired with F16.. 

Losses from this flock were abnormally heavy. The first male to 
disappear, the new male, MG, and the two old males (M10 and M9) 
may have been killed by the Screech Owls (Otus asio) then known to 
live on the place. FG and the male that was here for only one after- 
noon may have left together to go to the male’s own flock and breeding 
grounds. While in former years it was not possible to keep a day by 
day check on the individuals of the winter flock, it was apparent that 
fluctuations took place, and the appearance and disappearance of 
single birds suggested roaming and shifting from flock to flock to find 
mates. 

The 1944-45 season was also unusual for the late arrival of the 
male replacements and for the fact that no new females or pairs came in 
January, February, or March. 


Flock behavior. Throughout the winter, the flock visits the nest 
boxes, at times with little display of courtship or competition, at others 
with much flying and snapping at each other. In general, warm weather 
seems to stimulate the activities about the boxes, and cold to inhibit. 
However, when the flock is composed of an old pair and new pairs that 
arrived in the fall, or wholly of new pairs, there may be much singing 
and fighting around the boxes even at freezing temperatures, if it is 
not raining, snowing, or blowing hard. In the fall of 1944, when the 
two old pairs with a fledgling female and a third male made up the 
flock, there was no fighting at the boxes; this was probably due to the 
dominance of M10 and F16 over the others, as well as to the fact that 
two pairs were residents with a previously established relationship as 
holders of adjoining territories. 

Members of the flock often separate, perching or flying 100 yards 
apart, but keep in contact by means of the location note, tu-a-wee. In 
long flights above the trees, the formation is open, with two or three in 
the lead, one or two 50 yards behind, and a last still farther to the rear. 
The location note is always heard as a flock goes over. 

In winter, much more than in summer, the Bluebirds perch at the 
very tops of trees, which keeps them in sight of one another, and may 
account for the lack of any flock notes other than the tu-a-wee. The 
Chickadees and Tufted Titmice that almost continually utter notes of a 
wide variety are usually moving through the lower and middle branches 
of trees much of the time, and are perhaps therefore more dependent 
on sound for contact. i 
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Occasionally, the Bluebirds are in a close group, as in a berried | 
shrub or at a feeding table. Here they give an example of the social 
bond. When one is trapped and utters notes of fright and alarm, others | 
& in the flock break into the alarm chatter and fly about in great excite- 

; ment, and may, when the trapped bird is being removed, swoop down at 
the bander’s head. 


Dominance. A peck order apparently exists. When flocks of 6 to 10 
Bluebirds visit the feeding table, there is much flying back and forth, 
an individual or pair leaving the table as others come down to feed. 
Rarely, and only in the worst weather, have two pairs eaten side by 
side. With the color-banded flock of 1944-45, it was possible to observe 
the relationships of individuals. ‘The red-banded M10 and F16 domin- 
ated all others, which suggests that dominance goes by pairs. At the 
feeding table this pair pecked their daughter, FG, but the mother 
pecked more often than the father. The daughter’s mate (unidentified) 
usually waited until the others had eaten before coming down. The 
yellow-banded pair (F9/M17) also waited, or promptly yielded their 
places to the dominant pair. Males were not despotic over their mates; 
a male only occasionally pecked his mate when they met at the table. 
In the interval between December 27 and January 11, when only the 
two old females were present, F16 was noticeably dominant, but not 
tyrannical, over F17. After F16’s pairing with MR, the order was sud- 
denly reversed, and F17 became the tyrant, driving F16 from all feed- 
ing places. Nice (1943:91) reports reversals of dominance in the case 
of hand-raised Song Sparrows. 


Inter-flock relations. Winter flocks rarely mingle in the area of their 
nest sites; in bitter weather, my flock has been joined by one pair or 
two pairs, probably attracted by the general gathering of birds at the 
feeding table, but with the return of mild weather the newcomers either 
leave of their own accord or are driven off by the resident Bluebirds. In 
October, November, or January, my flock may be joined by small mi- 
: grating or wandering flocks for a few days; at such times there is 
| always great excitement during the visiting of boxes. 





The flock’s range. Leaving the home place, the Bluebirds fly out of 
sight. Some flocks, in the coldest weather, have come to the feeding 
table only in the morning, then left, not to return to the area until 
afternoon. It is presumed they seek feeding places more sheltered than 
our wind-swept hill. 


Flock roosting. As a rule, the Bluebirds roost in trees near their 
nest boxes. Three or four snuggle within a terminal cluster of dead 
leaves. Two post oaks with low hanging limbs that hold their leaves 
late are favorite roosting trees from year to year. Migrating flocks 
roost in the same way. I have found them most often in trees at the 
foot of the hill, 150 yards from the boxes. The flock of 50 referred to 
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under “Migratory Status” were distributed among five or six trees. 
As I walked among these trees, small groups that had settled for the 
night would fly out with startling suddenness; from a distance I 
watched them returning. 

In the winter of 1944-45, I did not discover the roosting place of the 
home flock, and from several incidents, believed they left to roost some 
distance away. Their choice of a roost, perhaps more exposed to preda- 
tors than the two post oaks which our Bluebirds preferred for many 
years, may have accounted in part for the heavy losses in the flock. 
Probably MR, from the time of his arrival and pairing with F16 on 
January 11, roosted in the breeding area. On January 13, at 7 a.m., 
warbling was heard from the Barn Territory; there were no answering 
voices, and the two females did not appear until 7:40. On the evening 
of February 6, I found MR gone to roost in a rotting stump below the 
Barn Territory. 

Only in the coldest.weather have the Bluebirds slept in boxes. In 
January, 1940, during a week of snow with a minimum temperature of 
5° F., two pairs slept in the same box, notwithstanding that on the 
first day of the snow they had fought each other for the box. 


RELATIONS WITH OTHER SPECIES 


With .two exceptions in 15 years, Bluebirds have not interfered 
with other hole-nesting species. The rule is to show great curiosity. 
On seeing a pair of another species start to build, both male and female 
Bluebirds fly to the box and look in, give the squealing notes, and per- 
haps dart at the new tenants, but in a day or two they ignore the 
neighbors. 


Here they have nested year after year within a few yards of Caro- 


lina Chickadees, Tufted Titmice, Bewick’s and Carolina Wrens, Crested 
Flycatchers (Myiarchus crinitus), and Flickers (Colaptes auratus). 
Much cause for conflict is avoided by careful placing of the boxes. 
Those for Bluebirds and those for flycatchers are in the open, those for 
Tufted Titmice on trees. Chickadee boxes are very small, on low posts 
under oak trees. Wren boxes are shallow and are placed under the 
eaves of low buildings, inside shed or barn, or on a porch. The Flicker 
boxes are too deep for Bluebirds. 

Both exceptions occurred in the history of a male Bluebird who was 
a permanent resident from 1933 through 1935. In 1934, from about 
February 1 he chased a pair of White-breasted Nuthatches (Sitta 
carolinensis) every time they visited a box until March 15, when they 
left the neighborhood. (It is, of course, not certain that they would 
have stayed if the Bluebird had let them alone.) 

In 1935, the same male Bluebird twice threw out the nest material 
from a box chosen by Crested Flycatchers. There was doubt here also 
that the routed birds would have nested. The first time the Bluebird 
interfered was on May 29, when the female Flycatcher had just 
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started to build. She waited a week, started again. Yet the nest was 
still incomplete two weeks later when the Bluebird’s brood was fledged 
and he set to throwing out the Flycatcher’s grass and weeds. 

This particular Bluebird showed antipathy to all hole-nesting 
species. He carried on a perpetual feud with Downy Woodpeckers 
(Dryobates pubescens) that used our boxes as sleeping places in winter. 
Two years, in December, he threw out chips that a woodpecker had 
torn from the box walls, and then he carried in grass, warbling as in 
spring. On finding the Downy gone to roost early in the afternoon, he 
would flutter at the hole and keep up an alarm chatter for many 
minutes. 

In this section, Bluebirds have no competition from House Wrens 
or Starlings, and they can usually compete successfully with English 
Sparrows (Passer domesticus). Both male and female Bluebirds fly at 
any bird that perches on or near their box, but do not drive other 
species from the territory. 

Adults are not as a rule quarrelsome at feeding tables, although 
some fledglings go through a stage of being “bossy” to adults of other 
species. Bluebirds follow Chickadees and Titmice ws the table, but 
never seem a part of the group. 

Yet the Bluebirds’ response to the i of aie species is strik- 
ingly like their responses within their own winter flock. A male Blue- 
bird will hover over an English Sparrow fallen to my rifle, when no other 
bird takes any notice. He will join a Robin (Turdus migratorius) in 
attacking a Blue Jay near the Robin’s fledgling. Many species gather 
at a disturbance, but usually exhibit more curiosity than flock alarm. 

Mockingbirds guarding winter feeding shelves often show a marked 
antipathy to Bluebirds. In fall, Myrtle Warblers (Dendroica coronata) 
pursue and even nip them, and Wood Pewees (Myiochanes virens), 
Eastern Phoebes (Sayornis phoebe), and Summer Tanagers (Piranga 
rubra) fly into the juvenile flocks, snapping first at one and then an- 
other. 

ENEMY RECOGNITION 


Bluebirds’ alarm signal is a short whistled note or a series of chat- 
tered notes. They sometimes initiate an alarm when the specific cause 
cannot be observed and keep up the chattering for several minutes or 
longer. Other species respond to the Bluebirds’ alarms by taking flight 
at the whistled note and by gathering, as in curiosity, at the scene of 
continuous chattering. On July 30, 1945, M11 gave the whistled note 
as his young were leaving the Dooryard box, and three juvenile 
Bewick’s Wrens that were foraging on the lawn 30 yards distant flew up 
with explosive suddenness. One wren flew into the screen of the window 
from which I was watching and clung there a moment, “frozen.” When 
the Bluebird did not repeat the alarm, the wrens resumed their feeding. 

Bluebirds ignored the Sparrow Hawks (Falco sparverius) that three 
summers nested within the territories. Occasionally, in winter, the 
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Bluebirds flutter at a box where a Screech Owl is known to be, and 
chatter, but their interest is never so sustained as is that of Carolina 
Chickadees and Tufted Titmice. 

They recognized the following as enemies to eggs or young: Blue 
Jays, Red-bellied Woodpeckers (Centurus carolinus), dogs, squirrels, 
and snakes. The only cat that has appeared in the daytime near a nest 
box was discovered by Carolina Chickadees, and the Bluebirds were 
just joining in the alarm when I went out, and the cat fled. Rather 
unexpectedly, they have “chattered” and flown at cows that sometimes 
stand beside the box on the pasture gatepost. They ignore rabbits. 

The male Bluebird, as guardian of his nest, objects to the Blue Jay’s 
near presence at any time. Hostility increases as the day of fledging 
approaches; as the young are leaving, both male and female will attack 
like furies, even pulling feathers. For a week after fledging, they give 
the alarm chatter at a Jay’s appearance. 

Hostility to the Red-bellied Woodpecker is usually confined to the 
periods just before and just after the young are fiedged. This wood- 
pecker nests in the neighborhood, coming regularly for suet, and I have 
not known it to take eggs or young. The only other birds seen to drive 
the Red-bellied Woodpecker are Tufted Titmice, and they attack also 
the Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) a spring 
straggler in this locality, and known to destroy eggs and young. 

Both parents give the alarm chatter if a dog goes near a box as 
young are leaving. They fly back and forth, hovering for a few seconds 
above the animal, chattering and snapping their beaks. Excitement 
rises to a frenzy if the dog goes near a fledgling on the ground. During 
the next week, the pair chatter and fly back and forth if a dog wanders 
beneath the trees where the young are perched. But parents with 
fledglings 30 to 50 yards from the house return to the feeding table and 
ignore the dogs near it. 

On June 18, 1944, the red-banded male (M10), with four-day 
young in the nest, chattered and flew at a red squirrel in a tree 20 yards 
from the box. He flew into the tree repeatedly, snapping as he passed 
within a foot of the squirrel, and kept up the charge until the squirrel 
ran from the tree. 

Bluebirds have given innumerable alarms at the sight of snakes 
anywhere in their territories, and as a result I kill from 6 to 12 snakes 
a year. They have included copperheads, coachwhips, black chicken 
snakes, milk snakes, and king snakes. The smallest were the copper- 
heads, about two feet long, while many of the black snakes were be- 
tween four and five feet in length. On finding a large snake in the outer 
branches of a tree, both male and female Bluebirds chatter and fly in 
wide arcs, back and forth, snapping as they pass close to the snake’s 
head, or hover near it for a few seconds. Males are usually much bolder 
than females. Juvenile Bluebirds still with their parents join in the 
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general alarm, chattering and flying through the tree. When a snake is 
on the trunk of a tree or on the ground, the Bluebirds hover near it or 
above it, returning again and again, and keeping up the chatter. 

On July 3, 1939, at 1 p.m., the pair with 13-day-old young in Door- 
yard box 3 gave the chattered alarm. Both male and female flew back 
and forth in front of the box, hovering to look into the entrance hole, 
while Field Sparrows (Spizella pusilla), Bewick’s Wrens, Orchard 
Orioles (Icterus spurius), and Brown Thrashers, had come to the fence 
and near-by bushes to peer down into the tall grass. They scattered 
when I approached. Not finding a snake, I withdrew to watch, and in 
about two minutes one nestling Bluebird tumbled out of the box and 
scrambled off, the parents still chattering. At 3 p.m., the birds again 
gave the alarm and hovered above some sparse weeds 30 yards from 
the nest. I found a black chicken snake at the spot and killed it. The 
other nestlings had stayed in the box. 

On June 24, 1944, just before dark, the red-banded pair (M10/F 16) 

and their five fledglings, then 59 days old, began a loud alarm in a tree 
about 10 yards from the box where the 10-day-old nestlings were. I . 
kept at a little distance until the birds could “show” me the snake, 
but the male did not fly at it as he had swept at the squirrel just a week 
before. There was excited flying through the branches of the tree, and 
the Bluebirds would leave, only to rush back at once. Finally a Mock- 
ingbird hovered close to the trunk, and thus gave me the clue. A huge 
chicken snake lay at full length through a low fork, and was easily 
killed. : 
On June 20, 1944, these fledglings, then 55 days old, and unaccom- 
panied by their parents, had found a snake on the lawn close to the 
house. They gave only a few alarm notes, and it was by chance that I 
saw them as they hovered above the grass. They perched on the fence 
for a moment, looking down, and then flew away. In a moment, two 
fledglings were back, hovering above a spot about six feet from the 
place where they had first hovered. I found a long milk snake there. 

The Bluebird’s reaction to snakes is markedly different from that 
observed in Song Sparrows by Nice (1943:257). One male Song Spar- 
row displayed only curiosity on finding a garter snake coiled beneath his 
nest with young, although his mate of the next year attacked small 
snakes near the nest. 

Since the juvenile Bluebirds that found the snake on the lawn on 
June 20 were then 55 days old, it is unlikely that this was the first 
snake they had seen, and their response may already have been con- 
ditioned by the parents’ behavior. Nevertheless, the almost silent 
hovering above the snake may have been innate behavior correspond- 
ing to young Curve-billed Thrashers’ (Toxostoma curvirostre) stereo- 
typed snake display (Rand, 1941:232—235). Just four days later, with 
their parents, the voung Bluebirds flew and chattered in excitement as 
described above. , 











178 7 THE WILSON BULLETIN aE 


Rand’s observation (1941:241) that a snake of large size in motion 
produced the Thrasher’s display in its greatest intensity offers a pos- 
sible explanation for the varying types of reaction to snakes seen in 
adult Bluebirds. The boldest charge by the Bluebird is made upon the 
snake that has made its way to the smaller, outer branches of a tree 
and lies there in S loops; even if the snake is at rest, its weight and the 
light breezes that stir the branches are apt to create the impression of 
coils in motion. There is almost equal excitement, but less directed 
flying, at a large snake lying quietly against the trunk of a tree; there is 
much less excitement over a snake that is partly concealed in tall grass. 
Frequently, a snake killed in the morning has been left on the open 
lawn until evening. On a few such occasions, a Bluebird has hovered 
momentarily above the dead snake, but then ignored it for the rest of 
the day. Although Bluebirds have given the alarm chatter at finding 
snakes at any time in the summer, they are most excited, and boldest in 
the attacks, when they have young, either nestlings or dependent fledg- 
_ lings. : 

VoICcE 

The song. The familiar warble, given by both sexes, is heard occa- 
sionally even in winter, especially when several pairs visit a box to- 
gether. From about February 1 until egg-laying, the male sings regu- 
larly at the start of morning twilight. Males vary in the amount of 
singing they do during the day; in general, the more pairs present, the 
more warbling there is. The singing ceases at about the time the 
female begins incubation, although some males continue the early 
morning warbles for a few days longer. At the start of a new cycle, 
the male again sings in the morning twilight. When this cycle follows 
a successful nesting, there is apt to be little or no warbling during the 
day. However, any break in the normal sequence of events, such as the 
loss of eggs or young, the death of the female and her replacement, or 
fights with encroaching neighbor-pairs, stimulates singing comparable 
with that of the first cycle. The female’s warbling is usually limited 
to the time she is fluttering around the box, especially in the early 
spring. On January 24, 1945, I heard a solitary Bluebird warbling in 
the Dooryard and found it to be the red-banded female, F16. At first 
the notes were given in one pitch, but gradually they assumed the typi- 
cal expressive inflections. A few minutes later, MR came flying in from 
the west. Apparently the song may sometimes have the same function 
as the location note, and females may sing more often in the pre-nesting 
season than has been observed. The voices of the sexes are indistin- 
guishable. 


Courtship chatter. A low, continuous chee-chee-chee that often 
merges into a soft warbling. It is most often noticed in the pre-nesting 
season when two or more pairs are visiting a box. 
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Whining. A long whining, or squealing, cry, expressing sexual excite- 
ment, sometimes frustration or distress, accompanied by repeated wing 
lifting. Some Bluebirds are not heard to give the whining note. This 
is apt to be the case when affairs have gone evenly, and nest making has 
started early. Others whine in the courtship performance even in Janu- 
ary and February, especially if several pairs take part in the visiting of 
boxes. After all-day fights, a victorious male sings and whines and flies 
after his mate in the greatest excitement. At other times, as in the 
mating period, there is no interference to account for the whining. 
Some females utter a similar crying, very low, which is often, but not 
always, a preliminary to coition. 

The whining may be heard again when a nest of eggs or young is 
lost to a predator. When M1 lost his tail and was thrown back to the 
start of the cycle, he “squealed” more than he warbled. 


Alarm notes. 1. A sharp, rising whistle. It implies danger to the 
adult rather than to the nest and is a signal for flight to safety. It also 
suggests that the bird giving it has been startled. I have seldom been 
able to discover the specific cause for this alarm note. In many in- 
stances it is perhaps the alarm for a passing hawk. 

2. A loud, emphatic, long continued chatter, given for an enemy of ' 
the nest or young, or when a mate or one of the winter flock is trapped. 
While the whistle is for escape, the chatter is for attack on the enemy or 
for any general disturbance, and it is accompanied by excited flying in 
and out of trees. 

3. A short upp, the mildest alarm, uttered as a Blue Jay comes near, 
even in winter, and usually as the Bluebird leaves its perch. 


Location note. The note tu-a-wee, with the tone quality of the song, 
is used throughout the year, in the flock, and between mates and 
fledglings. 

Foop AND FEEDING 

Forbush (1929:422) sums up the Bluebirds’ food as seven-tenths 
from the animal kingdom (chiefly insects) and the rest from the vege- 
table (mainly wild fruit). 

The birds procure most of the insect fare from the ground. The 
rule is to perch in an exposed place, and fly down on seeing prey. If 
it is small, it is eaten then. A caterpillar or moth of any size is carried 
up to a perch, worked in the mandibles and “whacked” several times 
before it is eaten. In early spring and on many summer evenings, 
Bluebirds take to fly-catching. They do not pick up the insect in pass- 
ing, but hover to take the victim, and then return directly to their perch 
on tree or wire. 

TEMPERAMENT 


There is much individual variation in temperament, due in part 
to conditioning. Some Dooryard pairs and their fledglings have become 
as tame as Robins or Mockingbirds. Some pairs in the Barn Territory 
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have remained “wild” and difficult to observe, while the Gate pairs are 
usually between the two extremes. 

As a rule, pairs that have wintered here, regularly visiting the feed- 
ing table, are more tame than spring arrivals, although some new- 
comers that are exceedingly shy and nervous at the start of the season 
grow accustomed by the middle of the summer to people, dogs, and 
their outdoor activities. In a summer of long drouth, the Bluebirds stay 
more at home in the intervals between cycles and at the close of the 
nesting season, and thus become tame; in a rainy season they wander 
away. 

In the late winter and early spring of 1945, M11 and the unbanded 
male that was mate to F16 were interesting contrasts. M11 was tame 
from the first, eating peanuts with his mate, F17, from the second day 
of his arrival; in his first 10 days here he was trapped six times. The 
other male would follow his mate to the trees above the table but 
never came down with her. Efforts to capture him in the Barn Terri- 
tory during the nesting season failed. This male seems to have in- 
fluenced, or perhaps dominated, F'16, first in the choice of the dead tree 
north of the Barn Territory for their earliest nesting attempt, and then 
in keeping her away from the Dooryard. In the previous summer, F16 
and her mate M10 had had their third nesting at the barn, yet had 
continued to come to the Dooryard. 

Males vary in aggressiveness. Some resent any tampering with the 
box at any time, and swoop down with the alarm chatter, barely miss- 
ing the offender’s head. Others watch quietly while nestlings are 
banded, and are stimulated to attack only if the young make a sound. 


SUMMARY 


Banded Eastern Bluebirds (Sialia sialis sialis) of three nesting 
territories in central Arkansas were observed from 1937 to 1945, un- 
banded Bluebirds from 1931. 

Most of the breeding Bluebirds had either wintered in the area in 
which they were nesting or had come in January. 

Of the males, 60 per cent nested in the area for two (or more) 
successive seasons; of the females, 61.5 per cent. One female returned 
for four successive seasons. Four pairs were mated in two successive 
seasons. Four fledglings (two males, two females) remained for the 
winter and held territories in the area their first nesting season. 

Most of the nesting pairs are permanent residents, but some in- 
dividuals, of both sexes, migrate. One pair was resident one year but 
migrated the following year. 

Bluebirds are attracted to nest sites the year around. 

Resident Bluebirds pair at any time between early fall and the 
nesting season. Migrating Bluebirds may pair on the wintering grounds. 
Two pairs of migrants were observed in mating behavior in September. 

Both male and female take part in the courtship, singing and flutter- 
ing at a nest box. 
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A male whose mate has been killed during a nesting may leave the 
territory for a time or remain in it until a new mate comes. An un- 
mated female may invade the territory of a mated pair at the start of 
nesting, or between nestings, and fight the female. 

The bond between mates in winter-formed pairs is apparently slight, 
but is strong between mates that have had one nesting season. 

Nesting begins generally in the first or second week of March. The 
last brood is fledged usually in the last half of July, occasionally in 
August. 

Either member of the pair, or the pair together, may select the 
nest site. 

The female builds the nest, incubates, and broods. 

From 3 to 6 eggs are laid, rarely only 2. 

The incubation period is 13 to 15 days. One female incubated eggs 
(addled or infertile) 33 days. 

Both parents feed the young and attend to nest sanitation. 

Young are fledged at 17 or 18 days, and then are fed by the male 
parent for two or three weeks, by the female for a shorter period. 

The interval between nestings varies from 2 to 28 days, averaging 
12 to 14 days. 

If there is no interference mates remain together and in the same ter- 
ritory throughout the season. 

There are commonly three nesting attempts, occasionally four. 

In the 9 years of study, 26 pairs averaged 2.6 nesting attempts, 1.8 
successful nests, 10.4 eggs, and 6.6 young successfully fledged, per pair 
per season. From 272 eggs, 172 (63.2 per cent) young were successfully 
fledged. Of the 100 unsuccessful eggs, 59 were lost as eggs, 35 as 
nestlings, and 6 as young that left the nest prematurely. 

Predators, taking eggs and young in some nests, killing the mother 
from others, accounted for at least 42 per cent of the losses. 

Extremely hot weather may kill nestlings, or retard their growth, 
and may affect the hatching of late sets of eggs. 

Two males took entire care of feeding the young for part of the 
cycle. One female raised a brood entirely without help from the male. 

Early broods usually leave the area on attaining independence. | 
Some mid-season broods remain through the next nesting cycle. 

A pair establishes territory (usually by March 1) around the nest 
box. An unmated male does not hold territory at the beginning of the 
season, though a male that loses a mate during the season may retain 
the territory. 

Box ownership is usually determined by fighting between pairs, 
beginning in early January. Pairs in adjoining territories fix the divid- 
ing line by fighting. One incident that appeared to be ceremonial 
settlement of boundary was observed. Both male and female respect 
territorial boundaries. Wandering pairs or single birds do not interfere 
with an established pair during a nesting. 
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Some pairs appear to hold territory throughout the season, but ter- 
ritorial attachment is not strong between nestings. A pair annexes ad- 
joining territories if they become vacant. Territorial defense ceases 
with the fledging of the last brood. Nest disasters may cause a pair to 
desert a territory even early in the season. 

Juveniles form loose flocks in late summer. 

From two to six pairs in October or November form a winter flock 
(with local birds as a nucleus) near nest sites; they visit the nest 
holes throughout the winter, often with courtship behavior and fighting 
between pairs. 

A mild dominance sometimes occurs between members of a pair, 
between pairs, and between individuals of the same sex. 

Several flocks may occur in a given locality, but they do not mingle 
in the neighborhood of their chosen nest sites. 

The winter flock ranges a considerable distance but usually returns 
to roost in trees near the boxes. 

Bluebirds rarely interfere with other hole-nesting species. One male 
showed antipathy, however, to all hole-nesters. 

Bluebirds recognize as enemies of their young: Blue Jays, Red- 
bellied Woodpeckers, dogs, squirrels, and snakes. Their reaction to 
snakes may be innate behavior. 

The chief vocal expressions are a warbled song, a courtship chatter, 
a whining of sexual excitement or distress, alarm notes, and the loca- 
tion notes. 

Bluebirds procure most of their insect food from the ground but 
at times capture flying insects. 

Individuals vary widely in temperament. 
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GENERAL NOTES 


Migration of the Anhinga in Texas.—Most general reference books give 
the impression that the Anhinga, or Water-turkey (Anhinga anhinga), is a more 
or less permanent resident of the Gulf States. Bent (1922. U.S. Nat. Mus. Bull. 
No. 121) states that “throughout the southern portion of its range, in the Gulf 
States and in tropical America, the water-turkey is a resident throughout the 
year” and that its winter range includes most of the breeding range. However, 
there is a southward movement with the approach of winter, at which time “the 
water-turkeys withdraw from their northern breeding grounds and spend the 
winter in Florida and the Gulf States. At this season they become more gregarious 
and are often about in large flocks.” 

Strecker (1912. Baylor Univ. Bull., 15:11), summarizing the status of the 
Anhinga in Texas, says it is a “rather common resident of the eastern and south- 
ern part of the State.” However, the species is very definitely migratory and un- 
common or absent in winter in most of the State. There are a number of records 
of migrant flocks of Anhingas on the Texas coast listed in the Audubon Magazine’s 
“Season” reports by George G. Williams, and the Gulf Coast Migrant, a mimeo- 
graphed bulletin issued by Williams, contains many references to migratory 
Anhingas observed in the past 10 years. These references indicate that there is a 
definite spring and fall migration, in the daytime, along the coast, parallel to the 
line of the Gulf. In the past 10 years, a few Anhingas have been noted in winter 
in the Houston-Galveston Bay region and in bottomlands at the mouth of the 
Guadalupe River. There are other scattered winter records for the Texas coast. 
In the lower Rio Grande valley, the species is a permanent resident but, according 
to L. Irby Davis, is never plentiful. Griscom and Crosby (1925. Auk, 42:520) 
failed to find Anhingas in the Brownsville region in winter. They found no records 
for the period between December 5 and March 18. Presumably the great majority 
of the Anhingas seen in Texas in summer or during migration periods winter in 
Mexico. 

Most of the spring migrants pass through the coast region during the first 
half of April. Flocks of migrating Anhingas have been seen at Rockport as early 
as March 8 by Mrs, Jack Hagar and as late as May 20 at Cove (at the northern 
tip of Galveston Bay, Chambers County) by A. K. McKay. Autumn migrants, in 
sizeable flocks, have been seen by McKay at Cove as early as September 3 and as 
late as mid-November. Some birds have been seen near Cove in December and 
January, but the species is not a regular winter resident in that area. 

At the Aransas National Wildlife Refuge, in Aransas and Refugio counties, 
several large flocks have been observed. On April 4, 1941, Everett Beaty and I 
observed one group, estimated at well over 1,000 birds, flying north at about 11:30 
a.m. over the Refuge headquarters. The general movement of the flock was north- 
ward, following the shore line of San Antonio Bay. The group was rather compact 
but ranged, vertically, from about 200 to 500 feet above the ground. These birds 
soared a great deal, interspersing the soaring with a few wing beats. Occasionally, 
different sections of the flock, containing from 25 to 100 birds, would sideslip in 
unison, spiraling downward a hundred feet or so, finally rejoining the main body 
of the group. The soaring and circling movements reminded us of White Pelicans 
(Pelecanus erythrorhynchos) in maneuvers over south Texas in winter. With all 
these evolutions, the passage of the flock was slow. We estimated that it took the 
flock over 10 minutes to cover the distance from Refuge headquarters to a point 
two miles north. 

Following this flock was a group of about 100 Broad-winged Hawks (Buteo 
platypterus) which, although soaring in circles at intervals, kept within a few 
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hundred yards of the Anhingas. A few of the hawks were actually a part of the 
Anhinga flock, staying at the edge of the group, but mimicking their movements 
even to circling and spiralling downward with units of the main group. In the 
Gulf Coast Migrant, April 1941 issue, there is a report of 1,000 Anhingas and 100 
Broad-winged Hawks observed at Dickinson, Galveston County, on the same date. 
Since Dickinson is about 135 miles northeast of Refuge headquarters and flock 
movements are slow, this was probably not the group of birds described above. 

Another flock of several hundred Anhingas, accompanied by a large number 
of Broad-winged Hawks, was seen passing over the Refuge by Beaty on April 8, 
1942. Earl W. Craven observed a migrant group of about 1,250 Anhingas over 
the Refuge April 2, 1945. 

I watched a flock of 20 flying about 300 feet up, as it passed south over 
Tivoli, Refugio County, October 17, 1941. The flock did considerable circling, but 
the general movement of flight was southwest. The birds were moving parallel to 
a highway, and I kept pace with them in an auto. This flock covered one mile 
in about seven minutes.—James O. Stevenson, Fish and Wildlife Service, Chicago, 
Illinois. 


Road-runner preys on Poor-will—On March 9, 1943, around 1:30 p.m. 
as I was driving along the trail about a mile northwest of Tule Tank, on the 
Cabeza Prieta Game Range, Yuma County, Arizona, I noticed some feathers of a 
Poor-will (Phalaenoptilus nuttalli) lying in the road. A short distance down the 
trail, I saw a Road-runner (Geococcyx californianus) running along, carrying 
something in its beak. When I gave chase, it dropped its burden, which proved 
to be the still warm carcass of a Poor-will, intact save that most of the viscera 
had been removed (and probably eaten), and a number of the larger wing feathers 
had been torn out. I find no previous reference in the literature to Road-runners 
preying on birds of this family——Gatz Monson, Fish and Wildlife Service, Parker, 
Arizona. 


Starling and Brown Thrasher stealing food from Robins.—The systematic 
theft of food from weaker or otherwise vulnerable species of birds has often been 
noted among aquatic birds and birds of prey, much less often among passerines. 
In two cases that I recently observed, the victim was an American Robin (Turdus 
migratorius), a species exceptionally skilful in obtaining food from the sod but 
apparently not able or not inclined to resist robbery by more aggressive species. 

While crossing the University of Michigan campus shortly after noon on 
April 22, 1946, I noticed a Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) run at a Robin and drive 
it away from the worm it had begun to dig up. Apparently the Starling failed to 
get the food that time, but in the next five minutes the Starling made four more 
raids, all of them successful. The Robin did not attempt to fight or to defend the 
food; it simply moved off a foot or two and continued to forage. The Starling 
each time quickly devoured the stolen food and then resumed walking about 
rapidly and erratically in characteristic starling-fashion, but keeping within six 
or eight feet of the Robin. As soon as the Robin found a worm and started to 
pull it out, the Starling ran over quickly and crowded the Robin away from the 
food. The six- to eight-foot range was apparently just enough ‘to enable the 
Starling to get to the spot before the Robin could swallow a newly-discovered 
worm. On one occasion the Starling finished the worm while about 15 inches from 
the Robin, then moved off to the six-foot range. After the fourth successful raid, 
the Starling flew 150 yards north to a big elm tree, where it apparently had a nest.. 

On April 28, at 9:25 a.m., I watched a female Brown Thrasher (Toxostoma 
rufum) on the lawn near my house make two similar successful raids on a Robin 
digging worms there. Again the Robin made no attempt to defend the food — 
Jossetyn Van Tyne, University of Michigan Museum of Zoology, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan. 
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Nest of the Magnolia Warbler at Trout Lake, Wisconsin.—On July 9, 
1945, at Coon’s Resort, Trout Lake, Vilas County, Wisconsin, I noticed, at the edge 
of the large bog near camp, the nest of a warbler about four feet from the ground 
in a black spruce. This tree, six feet in height, stood at the edge of a mixed dump 
of young spruces and balsams, The nest contained two well-feathered young. I 
concealed myself at a distance, but the parents entered and departed through the 
conifers with such stealth that I could not positively identify them as Magnolia 
Warblers (Dendroica magnolia) until I watched from within the clump. The young 
left the nest on July 13. I saw the adult birds again during the interval. 

The only other positive nest record for the state, although the species is fairly 
common in the northern part of the state in summer, is that of A. J. Schoenebeck 
(“Birds of Oconto County.” Kelly Brook, Wis. [1902], p. 45), who states: “On 
July 10, 1894, I found a nest of this bird in a small spruce about four feet high.” 

The lining of the collected nest consisted of black, hair-like filaments that I 
could not identify. J. T. Nichols (Auk, 36, 1919:226) states that a “black, hair- 
like, slightly crinkly substance, . . . the stem of a woodland ground-moss,” is 
much used by warblers for lining their nests. The nest was submitted to Dr. N. C. 
Fassett, of the University of Wisconsin, to whom I wish to express appreciation 
for the identification of the materials of construction. The bulk of the nest was 
composed chiefly of the stems of the water smartweed (Polygonum punctatum), 
hair grass (Agrostis scabra), and cinquefoil (Potentilla simplex). The lining was 
very puzzling. Since from its cell structure it appeared to be of fungal origin, it 
was submitted to Dr. David Linder, of the Farlow Herbarium at Harvard. He 
identified it as the stem, or stipe, of one of the mushrooms Marasmius ; it resembled 
M. rotula. This small fungus is common, growing on fallen leaves, twigs, and at 

the base of living trees—A. W. ScHorcEer, 168 North Prospect Avenue, Madison, 
_ Wisconsin. 


Unusual display of the Myrtle Warbler.—On the evening of July 2, 1945, 
at Coon’s Resort, Trout Lake, Vilas County, Wisconsin, I observed a male Myrtle 
Warbler (Dendroica coronata) with its bill full of May flies (Ephemera sp.) fly to 
a nest on the lower limb of a large white pine. The nest was about 25 feet from 
the ground and 10 feet from the trunk. Feathers used as nesting material could be 
seen projecting from the inner rim. The female brought food to the nest as I 
watched. 

The nest was very difficult of access, but the events of July 5 rendered an at- 
tempt at climbing unnecessary. My field notes read: “When I returned, a lady in 
the cottage adjoining ours said that a small bird fluttered along the ground in front 
of her and she thought that its wing was broken; then she found one of its young 
in a small tree. She took me to the pine tree in which the Myrtle Warblers were 
nesting. In a small balsam about 25 feet south of it, a young Cowbird was call- 
ing. In a few seconds the male Myrtle Warbler arrived with food, fed the Cow- 
bird, then dashed at me with excited cries. It then dropped to the ground at a 
distance of 5 feet and fluttered along as though injured. When I refused to follow, 
it rose into the air, came within 5 or 6 feet of me and about 4 feet from the ground. 
With its back turned toward me and tail spread fan-wise, it fanned the air, remain- 
ing almost stationary, like a hummingbird. All this time its cries were continued 
with the head turned to the right at an angle of 45°. This was a gorgeous, 
astonishing display, and I do not recall having read of it. When I did not pursue, 
the bird suddenly flew into the large white pine and continued to scold. By eve- 
ning the Cowbird and Myrtle Warblers had left the vicinity. I doubt if they 
raised any young beyond the Cowbird.” Mrs. Schorger also witnessed this amazing 
performance of which I have found no mention in the literature —A. W. ScHorcEr, 
168 North Prospect Avenue, Madison, Wisconsin. 
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EDITORIAL 


We hope that as many Members as possible are planning to attend the Annual 
Meeting in Omaha, our first in five years. Omaha has excellent facilities for such 
a convention, and the officers of the Nebraska Ornithologists’ Union assure us of 
a cordial welcome. It is our first Nebraska meeting and is slightly farther west 
than we have hitherto gone, but it will not seem far to the Members who attended 
our earlier conventions in Kansas City and Des Moines. The meeting will be 
held November 29 and 30. Dr. R. Allyn Moser is Chairman of the Local Committee 
on Arrangements, Our Secretary, Maurice Brooks, is sending out a letter to all 
Members and will be glad to answer any questions about the plans. 





The membership of the Nominating Committee who will prepare a slate of 
Officers to be voted on at the Annual Meeting has not yet been announced, but 
Members are invited to send in their suggestions for the slate; letters may be 
addressed to the Committee in care of the Editor. 





There is now a greatly increased demand, especially from foreign countries, 
for back volumes of the Bulletin. Except for one issue, our stock of recent volumes 
is fairly adequate. The single scarce issue is that for March 1941, and we should 
like to purchase any copies that may be available. Members who have, or can 
obtain, extra copies of this issue can do the Club a valuable service by sending 
them to the Editor. 


Recent additions to the list of exchanges being received by the Club Library 
include: Bulletin de la Société Nationale d’Acclimatation de France, Der Ornitho- 
logische Beobachter, Nos Oiseaux, and Suomen Riista. 


OBITUARY 


FraNKLin L. Burns, a Founder of the Wilson Ornithological Club, died Feb- 
ruary 7, 1946, in Berwyn, Pennsylvania, at the age of seventy-eight. He had 
served as President, as Secretary, and as Treasurer of the Club; in 1901 he edited 
the Bulletin. He was the author of a book, “Ornithology of Chester County, Penn- 
sylvania,” and of an important series of articles on Alexander Wilson. His mono- 
graphs on the Flicker (1900), the Broad-winged Hawk (1911), and the incubation 
and nestling periods of North American birds (1915 and 1921), as well as his 
very early breeding-bird census (1901), were important pioneer contributions to 
ornithology. 


Oscar NeuMaANnN, the noted German ornithologist and-explorer, died in Chi- 
cago, Illinois, on May 17, 1946, at the age of seventy-eight. He was best known for 
his work on the taxonomy of the birds of Africa. 





ORNITHOLOGICAL NEWS 


John T. Emlen, Jr., has been appointed to the newly established professorship 
of ornithology and mammalogy at the University of Wisconsin. 

The Arctic Institute of North America has been organized to encourage arctic 
research. It is serving as a center in coordinating scientific work and is offering 
Research Fellowships for work in the Arctic or Subarctic. Communications should 
be addressed to the Institute at 805 Sherbrooke Street West, Montreal, Canada. 

The Barro Colorado Island Laboratory, Canal Zone, is again in full operation. 
Under a recent reorganization order of the President it has been assigned for 
administration to the Smithsonian Institution. 

Henry Kritzler has received a National Research Council Fellowship to study 
at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, La Jolla, California. 
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WILSON ORNITHOLOGICAL CLUB ART EXHIBIT 


In collaboration with the Joslyn Memorial of Omaha, the Club will sponsor 
a bird and mammal art exhibit at the Annual Meeting, November 29 and 30, 
Exhibitors will be members of the armed forces of the United States (not neces- 
sarily Members of the Club) who made drawings or paintings of birds and mam- 
mals during World War II. These artists need not have done their work overseas, 
but it is hoped that birds and mammals representing Asiatic, European, African, 
Australian, and Pacific Island, as well as North and South American faunas, will 
be shown. Possible exhibitors, and Club Members who have friends whose work 
might be shown, should get in touch with the Chairman of the Illustrations Com- 
mittee, Walter Breckenridge, Museum of Natural History, University of Minnesota, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. 


ERRATA 
“Bachman’s Warbler [Vermivora bachmani] in Alabama,” by Henry M. 
Stevenson, Jr. (Wilson Bulletin 50, No. 1, March 1938): 


Page 37, line 37—For “At this place,” read “At Bear Swamp in central Ala- 
bama.” 


Page 41, lines 26-27—For “Logan found a nest in western Kentucky,” read 
“Embody found a nest in Logan County, Kentucky.” 

Page 41, lines 31-32—For “second rarest of the North American warblers,” 
read “second rarest of the warblers of eastern North America.”—Henry M. 


Srevenson, Jr., Department of Zoology, Florida State College for Women, Talla- 
hassee, Florida. 


NEW LIFE MEMBER 


Tuomas C. Desmonp is a retired 
engineer who has served in the New 
York State Senate since 1930. He is 
a graduate of Harvard University and 
of Massachusetts Institute of Technol- 
ogy. He is now a Member of the Cor- 
poration of the latter institution and 
a Trustee of Union College, New York. 
He has been an Associate Member of 
the American Ornithologists’ Union 
since 1929. At his home near New- 
burgh, New York, he has developed a 
large arboretum and bird sanctuary, 
where 499 species of native American 
trees and shrubs are represented. 
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ORNITHOLOGICAL LITERATURE 


Fretp Boox or Eastern Birps. By Leon Augustus Hausman. Illustrated by Jacob 
Bates Abbott. G. P. Putnam’s Sons, New York, 1946: 4 X 63% in., xvi + 659 
pp., 6 col. pls., more than 400 figs. $3.75. 

With this book G. P. Putnam’s add a bird identification volume for eastern 
United States to their well-known pocket-sized Field Book series. It treats “all 
birds east of the Mississippi and the majority of the birds east of the Rockies.” 

The text for most species is arranged under the seven subheads: Other names, 
Field marks, Field description, Characteristic habits, Notes, Habitat, and Range. 
The author follows the nomenclature of the A.O.U. Check-List (1931) but ignores 
its two supplements (1944 and 1945). 

Nearly every species is figured in black and white, and 94 are also shown in 
color. Many of the drawings have already appeared in the author’s “Illustrated 
Encyclopedia of American Birds” (1944). The color plates are good and well 
printed. The species to be represented were wisely selected, and these plates alone 
will solve quickly many identification problems. A strange exception occurs on 
Plate 5, where the very similar Bicknell’s and Gray-cheeked Thrushes are figured 
and appear to be quite differently colored. Many of the pen-and-ink drawings are 
good, or even excellent, but a considerable number are not recognizable. Even 
among such distinctively marked birds as the male wood warblers, we find nine 
drawings that no one could possibly identify except by the legend. 

In order, presumably, to assist the reader, the account of each family and of 
almost every species, however short, is allotted a full page, and this results 
many nearly blank pages—a curious procedure in a pocket guide, where space 
at a premium. The additional subspecies under each species are given separate 
headings following the species account (and in some cases are even figured), b 
the text for these is usually condensed to a mere statement of the distinctive physi- 
cal characteristics (usually not observable in the field). Unfortunately, in some 
cases the account of one of the subspecies has been separated from the others 
and appears among the races of a different species. 

Forty-seven pages are devoted to an illustrated key to the families of birds 
found in eastern North America. The families as complete units are forced into 
one or another of 14 “sections,” the specifications for which are a curious mixture 
of the ecological and the anatomical. The result, in many cases, will be more 
confusing than helpful. 

The reader will find this volume least useful when applied to certain difficult 
groups such as the shorebirds, gulls, and flycatchers. Here the author has not taken 
advantage of the comparative characters described in recent years by our leading 
field workers, nor has the artist figured these species in a way to show such points. 
For example, little is said of the wing patterns of gulls, and still less is shown in 
the illustrations. 

This volume will help many people to identify birds, but it falls short of 
the standard set by the best present-day field guides—J. Van Tyne. 


A Narurauist’s Scrapsoox. By Thomas Barbour. Harvard University Press, 

Cambridge, Mass., 1946: 534 X 8 in., x + 218 pp., 20 photos. $3.00. 

This posthumous collection of essays will be of great interest to all ornitholo- 
gists. The author knew well the rich ornithological history of the Museum of 
Comparative Zoology at Harvard that he did so much to make one of the great 
centers of ornithological research, and he here relates many things not touched 
on in his earlier volumes. These new facts have not only great human interest 
but also real scientific value in that they help us to trace important bird specimens 
and generally to explain the movements of earlier ornithologists and their col- 
lections. 
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Other interesting chapters tell of the recent transformations of the Boston 
Society of Natural History and the Peabody Museum of Salem, tasks in which 
Thomas Barbour had an important part. A third group of chapters concerns Bar- 
bour’s travels many years ago in the East Indies and the subject of zoogeography 
to which Barbour made such important contributions. 

This delightfully written volume—in some respects the best of all his four 
volumes of essays—is being welcomed enthusiastically by Thomas Barbour’s many 
friends——J. Van Tyne. 


Brirps in Kansas. By Arthur L. Goodrich, Jr. Report of the Kansas State Board 
of Agriculture, vol. 64, 1946: 340 pp., 6 col. pls., 169 figs. 


We presume that the title, “Birds in Kansas,” was deliberately chosen to 
express the fact that this is a book for the general public on Kansas birds—not 
a new State list meant to supplant W. S. Long’s scientific report (1941). 

The text is arranged in a curious way. The species accounts begin with a 
selected list of 82 “more common Kansas birds”; following that, the author begins 
at the beginning again and gives a fairly complete list and account of Kansas birds, 
merely mentioning, and citing pages for, the species already treated in the first 
section. There may be some advantage in breaking the text this way, but we 
suspect that many readers will be more confused than helped by it. Also, it is 
hard to see what criterion was used in selecting the birds to be treated in the text. 
Some species recorded in Kansas but once (such as the Man-o’-war-bird) are 
listed and even figured, while others that sometimes occur there in considerable 
numbers (such as the Bohemian Waxwing) are relegated to mere mention in 
footnotes. 

We cannot share the publishers’ enthusiasm for the six colored plates. The 
numerous text figures are derived mainly from two (strangely different) sources: 
Ridgway’s “Manual of North American Birds” and the Slingerland-Comstock 
natural history publications illustrated by Fuertes. In fairness to Fuertes, it should 
have been. stated that the hundred or so of his drawings reproduced here were 
originally intended only as outlines to be colored by students and were never 
meant to be presented as finished pictures. 

The author is himself in error when he reproves (p. 215) the A.O.U. Check- 
List Committee for not using Wilson’s original spelling of the specific name of 
the Black-billed Cuckoo, as anyone can easily check if he has access to the rare, 
original quarto “American Ornithology” (1811, vol. 4, p. 16). The emended 
spelling in later editions of Wilson has, of course, no bearing on the matter. 

As frequently happens, the author’s attempt to be “popular” has resulted in 
stilted sentences and trite expressions. The book is also marred by a good many 
misprints—J. Van Tyne. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY * 


ANATOMY (including plumage and molt) 


FisHer, Harvey Irvin. Adaptations and Comparative Anatomy of the Locomotor 
Apparatus of New World Vultures. Amer. Midl. Nat. 35 (3), May 1946: 
545-714, 13 pls., 28 figs. 

Ryscaarp, Georce N. Plumage Reversal in the Ring-necked Pheasant. Flicker 18 
(2), May 1946:42-43. 


DISTRIBUTION AND TAXONOMY 


Atcorn, J. R. The Birds of Lahontan Valley, Nevada. Condor 48 (3), May, 1946: 
129-138. 


* Titles of papers published in the last number of The Wilson Bulletin are in- 
cluded for the convenience of members who Clip titles from reprints of this section for 
their own bibliographic files. Reprints of this section are available at a small cost. 
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Avpricn, Joun W. Speciation in the White-cheeked Geese. Wils. Bull. 58 (2), 
June 1946:94-103. (Branta hutchinsii asiatica and B. canadensis mofitti, 
new subspecies.) 

A.O.U. Cuecx-List Committee. Twenty-First Supplement to the American Orni- 
thologists’ Union Check-List of North American Birds. Auk 63 (3), July 
1946: 428-432. 

Bartuie, James L. Jr. The Redhead as a “breeding bird of Michigan and Ontario. 
Wils. Bull. 58 (2), June 1946:111-112. 

Baker, Bernarp W., and Lawrence H. WaLKiInsHAw. Bird Notes from Fawcett, 
Alberta. Canad. Field-Nat. 60 (1), Jan—Feb. 1946:5-10, 6 photos. 

Bancrort, Grirrinc. Geographic Variation in the Eggs of Cactus Wrens in Lower 
California. Condor 48 (3), May 1946:124—128. 

Barnés, VENTURA Jr. The Birds of Mona Island, Puerto Rico. Auk 63 (3), 
July 1946:318-327. 

Deacour, Jean, and Ernst Mayr. Supplementary Notes on the Family Anatidae. 
Wils. Bull. 58 (2), June 1946:104—110, 1 fig. 

Denton, J. Frep. The Breeding Status of the Cowbird in Georgia. Oriole 11 (2), 
April 1946:24—-27. 

FRIEDMANN, Hersert. The Red-spotted Bluethroats of northwestern Alaska. Auk 
63 (3), July 1946:434. 

GrirritH, R. E. Nesting of Gadwall and Shoveller on the Middle Atlantic Coast. : 
Auk 63 (3), July 1946: 436-438. 

Grmum, Wriu1am C. Bird Life of the Camp Stewart, Georgia, Region: Oriole 11 
(2), April 1946:27-42, 4 photos, 1 map. 

Kecx, Warren N. The Mockingbird in Iowa. Jowa Bird Life 16 (2), June 1946: 
23-27, 1 pl., 1 map. 

Moore, Rosert T. The Rufous-winged Sparrow, its Legends and Taxonomic 
Status. Condor 48 (3), May 1946:117-123, figs. 25-26. (Aimophila carpalis 
cohaerens, new subspecies from Sinaloa.) 

Moore, Rosert T. Two New Warblers from Mexico. Proc. Biol. Soc. Wash. 59, 
June 19, 1946:99-102. (Geothlypis nelsoni karlenae, new subspecies from 
Oaxaca; Basileuterus belli bateli, new subspecies from Sinaloa.) ! 

Moser, R. Attyn. The Genus Junco in Nebraska. Nebr. Bird Rev. 14 (1), Jan~ 
June 1946: 1-6. 

Munro, J. A. Preliminary Report on the Birds and Mammals of Glacier National 
Park, British Columbia. Canad. Field-Nat. 59 (6), Nov.—Dec. 1945:175-190, 
4 photos. 

Opum, Evcene P., and Tuomas D. BurtetcH. Southward Invasion in Georgia. 
Auk 63 (3), July 1946:388-401, pl. 9, map. 

Parmer, Ratpu S., and WeNpELL Taser. Birds of the Mt. Katahdin Region of 
Maine. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:299-314, pl. 8. 

Street, Parties B. Some Notes on Trinidad Birds. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:369- 
378. 

Sturceon, Myron T. Arctic Three-toed Woodpecker on the Michigan State Nor- 
mal College Campus, Ypsilanti, Michigan. Jack-Pine Warbler 24 (2), April 
1946:50. 

Wattace, Greorce J. Seasonal Records of Michigan -Birds—Winter. Jack-Pine 
Warbler 24 (2), April 1946:57-62. 

Weston, Francis M. Additions to the Florida list. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:451- 
452. 

See also Population: Bond; Techniques: Hagar. 


EVOLUTION AND SPECIATION 


Atpricn, Jonnw W. White eggs of the Long-billed Marsh Wren. Auk 63 (3). 
July 1946: 442-443. 
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MIGRATION AND FLIGHT 
Bucxtey, Jonn L. Land birds at sea. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:440. 
Grant, Cuapman. “Tumbling” of Brant. Condor 48 (3), May 1946:143. 


Manners, Epwarp R. Shorebirds Along the Delaware. Cassinia 1946 (for 1945): 
23-34. 


Nicuors, J. T. Manner of Flight in Petrels and Albatrosses. Marine Life Occ. 
Papers 1 (6), June 15, 1946:19-22. 


See also Anatomy: Fisher; Distribution and Taxonomy: Denton; Tech- 
niques: Fischer and Gill, Hagar. 


ECOLOGY 


Kenveicu, S. Cartes. Breeding birds of the beech-maple-hemlock community. 
Ecol. 27 (3), July 1946:226-245, figs. 1-3. (New York.) 


See also Life History and Behavior: Smith. 


Lire HISTORY AND BEHAVIOR 
ALLen, Francis H. Audubon and anting. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:443. 
Anperson, A. H., and Anne ANperson. Notes on the Purple Martin Roost at 
Tucson, Arizona. Condor 48 (3), May 1946:140-141. 
‘Baxer, Wrrt1am C. Notes on summer resident Wilson’s Snipes in Columbiana 
County, Ohio. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:446—448. 
BricHAM, Epwarp Morris Jr. Some Experiences with Great Horned Owls. Jack- 
Pine Warbler 24 (2), April 1946:43-50, 3 figs. 
Dexter, Ratpn W. More concerning the thundering and clapping sounds of the 
Chimney Swift. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:439-440. 
Grttesprz, Joun A. An unusual nest of the House Wren. Auk 63 (3), July 1946: 
436. 
Goopwin, Derex. Some Remarks on Sex Behavior of Doves. Brit. Birds 39 (5), 
May 1946: 146-147. (Columba livia.) 
Hit, Raymonp W. Bronzed Grackle “anting” with mothballs. Wils. Bull. 58 
(2), June 1946: 112. 
Legs, Joun. All the Year Breeding of the Rock-Dove. Brit. Birds 39 (5), May 
1946: 136-141. 
McIver, Sam. Nesting of the Louisiana Water-Thrush. Flicker 18 (2), May 1946: 
26-27, photo. 
Price, Homer F. Mallard nesting in tree cavity. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:441. 
Rett, E. Z. An Unusual Nest of the White-throated Swift. Condor 48 (3), May 
1946:141, fig. 27. 
Ryves, B. H. Parent Birds Probing Amongst Brood in Nest. Brit. Birds 39 (5), 
May 1946:159. 
Sxutcu, ALEXANDER F, Life History of the Costa Rican Tityra. Auk 63 (3), July 
1946:327-362. 
SmirH, Wenpett P. Predator Value. Bird-Band. 17 (3), July 1946: 128. 
Tuomas, Ruta Harris. Catbird “anting” with a leaf. Wils. Bull. 58 (2), June 
1946:112. 
Tucker, B. W. Courtship Feeding in Thrushes and Warblers. Brit. Birds 39 (3), 
March 1946:88-89. (Turdidae and Sylviidae.) 
Wess, Geratp B. Robins’ nests on tree branches overhanging roads. Auk. 63 (3), 
July 1946: 435-436, pl. 10. 
Wetts, Mrs. Rotto H. Nest of the Winter Wren. Flicker 18 (2), May 1946: 
23-25. 
WiuiaMs, ArtHur B. Red-eyed Vireo nesting in hemlock. Auk 63 (3), July 1946: 
438-439. 
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Was, Cect S.' Rare egg-laying date for the Canada Goose, Auk 63 (3), July 
1946:438. 
See also Distribution and Taxonomy: Keck; Evolution and Speciation: 
Aldrich; Techniques: Kimball and Nichols. 


Foop AND FEEDING HABITS 


Detacour, J. Under-wing fishing of the Black Heron, Melanophoyx ardesiaca. 
Auk 63 (3), July 1946:441-442, pl. 11. 

Price, Homer F. Food of a Yellow-crowned Night Heron. Auk 63 (3), July 
1946:441. 

ScHorrMaN, Rosert J. A Preliminary Report on the Food of Ducks at Reelfoot 
Lake, Tennessee. Jour. Tenn. Acad. Sci. 21 (1), Jan. 1946:10—-13. 

Wacner, Hermutn O. Food and Feeding Habits of Mexican Hummingbirds. 
Wils. Bull. 58 (2), June 1946:69-93, 13 figs. 

Woop, Date T. Eye-witness Account of Golden Eagle Killing Calf. Condor 48 
(3), May 1946: 143. 

See also Life History and Behavior: Tucker. 


POPULATION (including age, and mortality rates) 


Bonp, Ricnarp M. The Peregrine Population of Western North America. Con- 
dor 48 (3), May 1946:101-116, figs. 21-24. (Falco peregrinus.) 

Buxton, E. J. M. Fertility and Mortality in the Nest of Swallows. Brit. Birds 39 
(3), March 1946:73-76 (Hirundo r. rustica.) 

Dence, Witrorp A. Tree Swallow mortality from exposure during unseasonable 
weather. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:440. 

Errincton, Paut L. Predation and Vertebrate Populations. Quart. Rev. Biol. 21 
(2), June 1946:144-177. (To be concluded.) 

Lacx, Davin, Clutch and Brood Size in the Robin. Brit. Birds 39 (4-5), April- 
May 1946:98-109, 130-135; map. (Erithacus rubecula.) 

See also Techniques: Fischer and Gill, Hagar. 


TECHNIQUES (including banding) 


Bryan, Paut. Further Use of Wood Duck Nesting Boxes in Wheeler Wildlife 
Refuge. Jour. Tenn. Acad. Sci. 21 (1), Jan. 1946:76-77. 

Buss, Inven O. Bird Detection by Radar. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:315-318. 

Fiscuer, Ricuarp B., and Grorrrey Gr. A Codperative Study of the White- 
throated Sparrow. Auk 63 (3), July 1946:402-418. 

Hacar, Josepn A. Black Duck Bandings at the Austin Ornithological Research 
Station on Cape Cod, Massachusetts. Bird-Band. 17 (3), July 1946:97-124, 
map. (To be continued.) 

Krapatt, Heatucote M. H., and Jonn T. Nicnors. Eight Seasons, and Three 
Banded Barn Swallows. Bird-Band. 17 (3), July 1946: 125-127. (New 
York.) 

Mazzeo, Rosario. Binoculars and Telescopes for Bird Study. Bull. Mass, Aud. 
Soc. 30 (5), June 1946:155-162, 5 figs. 

Moreau, R. E. The Recording of Incubation and Fledging Periods. Brit. Birds 
39 (3), March 1946:66-70. 


HISTORY, BIOGRAPHY, BIBLIOGRAPHY, AND INSTITUTIONS 
Scuorcer, A. W. Thure Kumlien and the early history of the Philadelphia Vireo. 
Wils. Bull. 58 (2), June 1946: 113-116. 


Srevesnson [Stevenson], James O. An Old Account of the Whooping Crane in 
Nebraska. Nebr. Bird Rev. 14 (1), Jan—June 1946:21-22. 
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BOOKS: List 4 


Books added to the Wilson Ornitho- 
logical Club Library since the publica- 
tion of List 3 (Wilson Bulletin 57, No. 
3, September 1945: 215) and books ac- 
quired by the Library before September 
1945 which, for various reasons, were 
omitted from previous lists. Lists 1 
to 3 were published in the September 
numbers, 1943-1945. 

Baerg, W. J., Birds of Arkansas. 1931. 

Beebe, C. W., Two bird-lovers in Mex- 
ico. 1905. 

Bent, Arthur C., Life histories of North 
American wild fowl. Part 1, 1923; 
Part 2, 1925. 

Bent, Arthur C., Life histories of North 
American shore birds. Part 2, 1929. 

Bent, Arthur C., Life Histories of North 
American woodpeckers. 1939. 

Craig, Wallace, The song of the Wood 
Pewee Myiochanes virens Linnaeus: 
A study of bird music. 1943. 

Delamain, Jacques, Les jours et les 
nuits des oiseaux. 1932. 

Dixon, Royal, The human side of birds. 
1917. 


tember 1946 
ol. 58, No. 3 


Frey, Edward S., The centennial check- 
list of the birds of Cumberland 
County, Pennsylvania, and her bor- 
ders. 1943, 

Greene, Earle R., W. W. Griffin, E. P. 
Odum, H. L. Stoddard, I. R. Tom- 
kins, E. E. Murphey, Birds of Geor- 
gia. 1945. 

Haecker, F. W., R. Allyn Moser, and 
Jane B. Swenk, Check-list of the 
birds of Nebraska (revised ed.). 1945. 

Hindwood, K. A., The birds of Lord 
Howe Island. 1940. 

Howell, Arthur H., A biological survey 
of Alabama. 1921. 

Howell, Arthur H., Birds of Alabama. 
(1st ed.). 1924. 

Lack, David, The Galapagos finches 
(Geospizinae). 1945. 

Lewis, Harrison F., The natural history 


of the Double-crested Cormorant.~ 


1929. 

McAtee, W. L. (ed.), The Ring-necked 
Pheasant and its management in 
North America, 1945, 

Mailliard, Joseph, Handbook of the 
birds of Golden Gate Park, San 
Francisco. 1930. 

Mendall, Howard L., and Clarence M. 
Aldous, The ecology and management 
of the American Woodcock. 1943. 

Neff, Johnson A., A study of the eco- 
nomic status of the common wood- 
peckers in relation to Oregon horti- 
culture. 1928. 

Preble, Edward A., and W. L. Mc- 
Atee, A biological survey of the 
Pribilof Islands, Alaska. 1923. 

Saunders, Aretas A., A distributional 
list of the birds of Montana. 1921. 

Saunders, Aretas A., Birds of central 
New York marshes. Notes on the 
birds of Allegany Park. 1926. 

Saunders, Aretas A., Ecology of the 
birds of Quaker Run Valley, Alle- 
gany State Park. 1936. 

Saunders, Aretas A., Studies of breed- 
ing birds in the Allegany State Park. 
1938. 

Saunders, Aretas A., Summer birds, of 
the Allegany State Park. 1942. 

Shufeldt, Robert W., Osteology of the 
Steganopodes. 1902. 


Snyder, L. L., A study of the Sharp- 


tailed Grouse. 1935. 
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Soper, J. Dewey, The Blue Goose. 1930. 

Spiker, Charles J., A popular account 
of the bird life of the Finger Lakes 
section of New York with main ref- 
erence to the summer season. 1935. 

Stevens, Ross O., Talk about wildlife. 
1944. 

Stoever, D. H., The life of Sir Charles 
Linnaeus. 1794. 

van Rossem, A. J., A distributional 
survey of the birds of Sonora, Mex- 
ico. 1945. 
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Wallace, George J., Bicknell’s Thrush, 
its taxonomy, distribution, and life 
history. 1939. 

Weed, Clarence M., Bird life stories. 
1904. 

Wetmore, Alexander, Observations on 
the birds of Argentina, Paraguay, 
Uruguay, and Chile. 1926. 

Wetmore, Alexander, The birds of 
southern Veracruz, Mexico. 1943. 


THE WItson ORNITHOLOGICAL CLUB LIBRARY 


Tae Witson ORNITHOLOGICAL CLUB 
Lryprary, established in 1930, is housed 
in the University of Michigan Museum 
of Zoology. It comprises some 230 
books, 3,300 pamphlets and reprints, 
and a large collection of ornithological 
magazines. It currently receives 65 peri- 
odicals, as gifts, and in exchange for 
The Wilson Bulletin. The Library is 
maintained entirely by gifts from mem- 
bers and friends of the Wilson Orni- 
thological Club. Any item in the Li- 
brary may be borrowed by members of 
the Club and will be sent prepaid (by 


the University of Michigan) to any ad- 
dress in the United States, its posses- 
sions, or Canada. Return postage is 
paid by the borrower. Gifts, inquiries, 
and requests by borrowers should be 
addressed to “The Wilson Club Library, 
Museum of Zoology, Ann Arbor, Mich- 


The following gifts have been recent- 
ly received. From: 
David E. Davis—2 reprints 
H. L. Kutz—40 pamphlets and reprints 
Robert A. McCabe—1 book 
William H. Phelps—3 pamphlets 


AFFILIATED SOCIETIES 
Tae Vircoyia SocteTy For OrnirHoxocy held its first apnual meeting since 





1941 at Blacksburg, Virginia, on May 3 and 4, 1946. The program included a film, 
“German Birds” shown by C. O. Handley, Jr., and a paper on the migration of 
wood warblers by Rev. John H. Grey. A. O. English was re-elected President. 


Tue Wisconsin Society For OrnirHoxocy held its sixth State convention 
on April 6 and 7, 1946, at Appleton. Some 400 members and friends attended the 
sessions. Included in the program were a talk illustrated with colored movies by 
W. J. Breckenridge; a series of talks on the convention theme, the Passenger 
Pigeon; an auction of bird paintings and wood carvings; and a field trip to Lake 
Winnebago. The Society reports a steady growth in membership and attendance 
at meetings, as well as increasingly good cooperation of members in publishing 
the Society’s magazine, The Passenger Pigeon. C. S. Jung was re-elected President. 

Tue Kentucky Ornirnorocicat Society held its first State meeting since 
1942 at Mammoth Cave National Park on November 2, 3, and 4, 1945. Gordon 
Wilson was elected President. A. F. Ganier was the principal speaker. Dr. 
Wilson, who is making an intensive study of the birds of the area, led a series 
of field trips to typical habitats. The Society has recently instituted a life member- 
ship and now has seven life members. The fees are added to the endowment 
fund created by the late L. Otley Pindar. 


Gorpon M. Meape, M.D., Chairman 
The Affiliated Societies Committee 
260 Crittenden Boulevard 
Rochester 7, New York 
May 2, 1946 
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